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The purpose of this study is to examine the doctrine for

providing close air support to the field army in the North

African, :'lediterranean, and Furopean T'eaters of Operations

durinc7 World War II. TVe study attemots to show the forces

and events which affected the formulation of this doctrine

of close air suoport.

The study covers three broad periods: (1) t~ie early

developmental period of close air sunoort doctrine, (2) the

first test of doctrine in Africa, and (3) the neriod after

the radical change in doctrine which took place in Africa.

The roots of the close air sunoort Problems encountered

bv the American Arnv fightincr the Nazi forces in W~orld War II

are found in the early history of American military aviation.

The American air arm in World War I had only a few

months of combat experience. This was enou•z, however, to

convince its leaders of the tremendous notential of aviation

as a weaoon of war. One of these leaders was General william

Mitchell, who soon came to believe that it was possible for

an air force alone to win wars b, means of long range

strategic bombing. He felt that it was necessary to have a

separate air arm in order to carr- out this tyve of warfare.

In his efforts to have the air arm established as a seoarate

force, General Mitchell was guiltv of indiscreet actions in

his public utterances. His court-martial and the resulting

attitudes w'Iich it left within the armed forces comolicated

the problem of arriving at a satisfactory integration of

air and 7round warfare.
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The War Department doctrine reflected the limited cap-

ability of t'e available aircraft. The mission of the air arm

was to aid the advance of the ground forces. M-1eanwhile, Air

Corps doctrine showed the influence of General Mitchell's

conceot of long range bonbing and strategic air warfare.

With the advent of the B-17 bomber in the l l0's, the de-

veloomnent of aircraft and doctrine for close suoport of

ground forc,ýs wa3 to be retirded. Strategic air onerations

Nere 7iven primary emphasis.

The outbreak of World ".iar II found the doctrine of close

sunoort to be inadeauate and untested. Attempts to gain

sufficient exoer'ience bv means of joint maneuvers in the

early 1940's were uns9tisfactor7 because of shortaqes of

eauioment and trained personnel. There were also differences

between the Army and Air Corns over the need for close

air suoport and the requirements for exte'isive training

in this area. Before the question coild be resolved, U.S.

forces were engaged in combat in Africa in late 19L2.

" The basis of air-ground cooneration for the onerations

in Africa was found in FM 31-15. This document was oreoared

from the limited exoeriences obtained from the joint air-ground

maneuvers of the prec-ýding year. The manual prescribed that

ground force corn-aanders would cont-ol aviation assigned to

provide close suooort for the Pround unit.

ThIe first test of the doctri.ne in Africa was comrolicqted

bv severe logistic and oolitical Droblems. T.e U.S. 2d Coros

was committed over a wide front alongside French and British
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forces. The air units assigned to support 2d Corps were not

adequate for waging a battle for air suneriority unaided or

for providing satisfactory closeý air support. Drovisions for

integration of total U.S. and Allied air effort were inadequate.

The result was a lack of success in the overall air effort.

The airmen charged that the lack of success was due largely

t- te s~stem of command which oermitted Armor control of

suoportin7 aviation.

A reorganization to coordinate the air effort in February

1942 resulted in supporting air being removed from ground force

control. The ground force commanders were then to comolain

that they were not being properly sumoorted by air. They felt

that they were properlv entitled to close supDort and that

integration of air and ground effort was absolutely essential.

At the completion of the African Campaign, the War

Department published FM:• 100-20. This document gave official

sanction to the independent role of the Air Corps. The

subsequent invasion of Sicily got off to a bad start with

the'Air Coros conductin7 its onerations without revard to

the Army plan. Little progress was made in integrating the

air ani 3rouni effort during the rest of tie camoaign in

Sicily.

T-e fi-st concrete steo toward providing better and more

closely intepratel suoport was taken after the invasion at

Salerno, with the integration of air an! 7round staffs at

Fifth Army headquarters. Progress after t•is gas slow.



Ground commanders' att'•mDts to obtain some form of mission

control to orovide better integration of air effort were

met by Air Coros reluctance to release control of aircraft

to ;round units.

As the war progressed, air conmanders beran to show a

grepter interest in the oroblems of close air sunoort. Raoid

strides were made in the late summer of l9J•L with the near

simultaneous exneriments witni forward air controllers con-

ducted ir Italy and N,)rmandv. The use of forwari air control-

lers and other forms of decentralized air control were re-

soonsible for the success of close air su-oort in late 14)i

and 19145.

The significant shortcominqs of the close air suoport

effort were the lack of night fighters and night intruders,

the lack of sufficient reconnaissance aircraft, and the

failure to make 7reater use of bombers i- the tactical role.

The oroblem of -vho should control tbe air arm has been

a paramount question throughout the histo-,r o-f U.S. militarv

aviation. The struggle extended from General M4itc',ell's

early attemots to free aviation from -round force control

to the climax reached with the oublication of F' 1)0-20.

in strivinq to obtain its aoal of an inieoendent mission,

the Air Corps neglected its additional requirement of being

able to support the !round effort. This ernohasis on its

indeoendent mission was a maio- factor in its failure to

have a well-developed system for ornviding close air suoport

at the beginninrr of World War I.



T'.e failure of the early air effort in Africa was not

due to the svstam of -round contr-'l of suooortinn air. It

was due to týe logistic and oolitical nroblems as well as

Air Corps doctrine ind oractices which orevented the full

aoplication of the Allied air effort.

The subsequent declaration of indenendence contained

in FM 100-20 prevented effective utilization of air oower

in The land battle. It was not until the air ,commqnlers

took a .greater interest in the needs for close air suoport

and loosened t-eir control over air missions that an

effective svste"n of close air support was develoned.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to examine th,ý doctrine

for providing close air support to the field army in the

North African, Mediterranean, and European Theaters of

Operations during World War II. The study attempts to show

the forces and events which affected the formulation of

this doctrine of close air suooort.

The stud y covers three broad oeriods: (1) the early

develoomental oDriod of close air suDoort doctrine, (2) the

first test of doctrine in Africa, and (3) the oeriod after

the radical chanrre in loctrine which took olace in Africa.

Because th• early history of American air doctrine had

such an effect on close air suooort doctrine, it is necessary

to examine this early history closely, and to trace the

development of doctrine from the infancy of air wqrfare.

Considerable attention is also given to the first field test

of the doctrine in Africa where the most significant change

in doctrine during the war was made.

1.



CHADTER I

BACKGROUND

Early Air Doctrine

The airplane had made its first significant aonearance

as a weaoon of war in World War I. The role of the air forces

of the belligerents in the war had been a minor one. Aircraft

were confined mostly to oerformin7. reconnaissance, counter air,

and occasional bombardment tasks, with the air arm usually oper-

ating subordinate to the ground forces. The war ended before

aircraft could be employed with any siqnificant effect.

Having invented the airplane, the United States left to

others its develoom3nt and adaptation to military use. The

Army obtained its first airolane in 1909 and olaced its

air arm under the control of the Signal Corns where it lay

neglected for years.2 When World War II started, the United

States ranked fourteenth in world air Power, 'yell behind such

countries as Greece and Bulgaria.3

1 W.F.Craven and Lee Cate, The Armv Air Forces in World War II,
Vol. I: Plans and Early Operations (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press,
1948), chao. I, hereafter referred to as AAF, I.

2 Gilbert Paust, Fighting Wings (New York: Duell, Sloan, &
Pearce, 1944), P. 31.

31bid., o. 7.

2



Created virtually from a zero base in 1917, the Army air

arm experienced a vast expansion. After seven months of combat

in France the war ended. Then came swift and virtually comnlete

demobilization for the Air Service. The short story of the air

arm in the war had been one of promise rather than one of any

significant achievement.4

A leader in the conduct of the air war had been Brig.

Gen. William Mitchell, who commanded the Air Service for the

First Army Group. Mitchell had neither enough aircraft nor

time to thoroughly test his iieas on the use of air nower.

However, he had been able t- exoeriment with control of rela-

tively large numbers of aircraft in suDnort of ground opera-

tions and with bombardment conducted anart from the fivhting,

observation, and bombing squadrons attached to the various

corps.5

The British had nlanned to construct a larae bomber fleet

in conjunction with the United States and in 1918 created an

"Independent Air Force" under General Trenchard. Its mission

was the strategic bombardment of Germany. The armistice inter-

vened before the plan could be fully carried out. 6

Had the war lasted long enough to orovide the U.S. Air

Service with some experience in a bombardment nrogram conducted

indeoendent of the ground armies, its Postwar history might

have been far different. For in the interim between the two wars

4Ibid., chap. I. 5Ibid. 'AAF, I, 15.



the relative imoortance of such a mission became the crucial

issue in the development of air power. Advocates of an air

force tied closely to ground forces could soeak authoritatively

from experience; Americans who talked indenenlent air warfare

could cite only theories. 7 This issue was to have orofound

effect on the development of air-ground doctrine.

From 1919 to 1939 the history of the Army Air Service 8

was dominated by a struggle for recognition and indeoendence

which left a deed imorint uoon the air organization ani its

oersonnel.9 There seemed to be no question as to the need of

aviation in the military, but just what its olace should be

was to be the bittleground for advocates of air iower like

General Mitchell, 10

General Mitchell and his followers espoused the effective-

ness of aerial bombardment and strategic bombing. In 1921,

having successfully demonstrated the vulnerability of battle-

ships to air attack, he continued his camDaian for a separate
11

air arm.

7 Paust, p. 16.
8 The name of the U.S. air arm is frequently confusing. It

has been known in whole or in Dart as the Air Service, Army Air
Corps, Army Air Forces and finally, as the Air Force. During
the WW II period it will be referred to as the Army Air Forces
or Air Force.

9 Paust, n. 17.

1 0 AAF Historical Office, The Official Pictorial History of the
Army Air Forces (New York: Sloan • Pearce, 194 7 ), p. 54.

llIbid., p. 6o.



At the same time, an early air orophet, the Italian

General Giulio Douhet, writing in 1921, held the view that the

aerial force would be the decisive force in future wars. He

believed that victory wiuld be won by mass bombardment and that

a seoarate air arm to carry out this mission was essential for

any modern armed force. 1 2

Influenced Derhaps by the ideas of Trenchard and Douhet,

and developing his own ideas on the role of aviation, General

Mitchell, as assistant chief of the Air Service, nressed

vigorously for reorganization of the Air Service as a senarate

force. Filled with missionary zeal, he and his follow3rs spoke

intemo-rately. 'While Mitchell and his followers had enthus-

iasm, their opponents had rank. The ensuing controversy was

fully aired in nublic, and the resulting court-martial of

General Mitchell loft an aftermath of bitterness which made

it more difficult to arrive at agreements and decisions regard-

in7 the role of the air arm in the conduct of warfare.13

To the airmen, the basic issue was whether or not the

airplane was simoly another weaoon to be emoloyed by the ground

and naval forces in fulfillino their traditional missions or

a comDletely new force of such nowerful and revolutionary

potential as to require an entirely new organization to carry

out its mission.14 They felt that only bv securing a co'msiderable

measure of autonomy, to include its own budget, could the Air

1 2 Gulio Douhet, "Air Warfare," C.&G.S.C. Library, M9403
G9 J. No date.

1 3 Kent R. Greenfield, AGF Study No. 35, 194 8 , p.1, hereafter

referred to as Greenfield.

A I. i.
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Service formulate its own doctrine, develop equipment appro-

priate thereto, and direct its forces in battle.1 5 The example

of Great Britain, wifich had maintained the RAF indenendent of
the Army, strengthened the determination and aggressiveness

of American advocates of air oower.1 6

PROGRESS TOWARD AUTONOMY

The first of a long series of bills supporting a separ-

ate air force had been introduced in Congress as early as March

1916. Between that date and the National Security Act of 19[7,

some fifty similar bills were introduced. 1 7

In 1918, President Wilson removed Army aviation from the

jurisdiction of the Signal Corps. It was soon redesi-nated

the Air Service.1 8 In 1926 the Air Service was redisignated

the Air Corps. 1 9 The General Headouarters Air Force was estab-

lished by legislation in 1935, assuring the Air Force of con-

centrating offensive aviation under central command channels

and giving it a more or less inieoendent mission. 2 0 In 1941

the Army Air Forces was created, with General F.Arnold as

Chief. General Arnold was made directly responsible to the

Army Chief of Staff, thereby enablinq him to present the

views of the Air Forces without havinp to go through inter-

venin? channels. The War Departme'nt was reorganized again

lIbid. 1 6 Greenfield, p.1.

1 7 A. Goldberg, History of the U.S.Air Force (Princeton,
New Jersey: D.Van Nostrand Co., 1937) p. 1.

1AAF, 1, 9. 191bi__d., 29. 201bid.,_ 3-
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in March 1942 and the Air Forces became co-equal with the

Army Ground Forces and the Army Service Forces. The Air Force

had achieved all but virtual indenendence. 2 1

AMERICAN ATR DOCTRTNE

American air doctrine, like t-e Army air arm itself, had

started from scratch in W'orld War I. General Mitchell, as an

early leader in toe develonment of air doctrine, was not always

consistent in his writings on the use of air nower. But,

one axiom w.is to stand out consistently; and that was that the

airolane was first and last an offensive weaoon. Tnitially

he emohasized the imoortance of nursuit aircraft to gain con-

trol of t'he air. By 1930, he had come to consider tlat the

basis of air force nower was the bombardment airnlane. 2 2

General Mitch-ell was not without sunoorters in believinrz

that "the air force might bring victory unaided.'" 23 General

Trenchard, who commanded the RAP In+eoendent Force in 1 9 1 9,

envisioned that the lonq range bombinz force wou'd be canable

of doinq tIis. 2 General Doubet, in an essav-entitled "Command

of the Air," wrote that armies and navies could be made helnless

by strategic bombing.25

2 1 Ibid., o. 115. 2 2 Ibid., no. 3, 36, Ll.

2 1Roger Burlingame, General Billy M4itchell (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 195L), 1o. 5.

24 Biliv Mitchell, Winped Defense (New York: Putnam's

Sons, 1925), o. 9.

25Guilio Douhet, The Commahd of the Air (New Vork:

Coward-McCowan, 1927), chan. 1.



While Mitchell was publicly airing his views on air

power, official doctrine in the Army Field Service Regulations

of 1923 continued to stress that the chief role of the Air

Service was in suoport of ground forces.2 6 Training Regula-

tion 440-15, "Fundamental Principles for the Employment of

the Air Service," dated 26 January 1926, stated that the

organization and training of air units should be based on

the fundamental doctrine that their mission is to aid the

ground forces to gain decisive success. Coincidentally,

General Mitchell resipmed from the Army the day after

TR 1445-1 was published.27

Meanwhile, Air Corps leaiers, apart from official

War Department doctrine, continued to envision for air

power a more decisive role, consisting primarily of bombard-

ment on independent operations.2 8 The depression of 1929 and

the following years seriously linited funds for development

of aircraft and equipment. Training and air-qround maneuvers

were to be quite restricted for the next decade.

By 1931, lectures at the Air Coros Tactical School

were cdeer in stating that a revolution in thought had taken

place. These lectures taught offensive air warfare in the

vein of General Mitchell's oronouncements. The three services

2 6 Lt. Col. Donald O'Connor, "History of Close Air Suoport,"

A study in his files at Ft. Riley, Kansas, p. 7.

27AAF, 1, 45.
28C.-G.S.C.Library, Address, Chief of Army Air Corps, made at

1927 Air-ground Maneuvers, Ft. Houston, Texas. The address is
contained in "Reoort of Air-Ground Maneuvers, 1927, Fort Sam
Houston, Texas," prepared by the Maneuver Headquarters, 1927.
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were to coooerate but each vould hqve its own narticular

mission. 2 9 Incidentaliv, the first Eng1ish translation of

Douhet's "Command of the Air" was a mimeopraohed edition done

for the Air Corns Tactical School in 1932.30

DOCTRTNAL EVOTJTTION COTTVUES

Mitchell's ideas on air nooer had raced ahead of

the technological develooment of his weapons. Vowever, by

1935 the weanon to match the t-eories was found when tle

first B-17 was successfully flovn. 3 1

Official doctrine of the War Denartment fail-1 to reflect

the increased interest of the Air Corns in the conduct of air

operations indeperdert of the rround forces. Primarv emnhasis

was still olaced on the use of air to suonort the advance of

the groun1 force. Occasiorally t}ýe-e wqs a slin in official

doctrine as in the War Department Coast Artillery Mqanual of

1913 which curiously contained q narapranh w#ich stated that

the onImary role of air forces was the destruction of enemy

ar and the emnlovnment of the air forces should be in mqss

in offensive action.32

During the late twenties and early thi-ties, attack

aviation (aviation primqrily identified with sunnort of ground

2 9 O'Connor, "'Ristorv of Close Suooort," n. 9.

3 0 Ibid., o. 8. 3 1 AAF, I, 6-7.

3 2 Louis Sioaud, Douhet and Aerial Warfare (New York:
Putnam's •< Son, 1941l), o. 107.
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forces) had received major attention in the Air Coros and in

its schools. 3 3 With the advent of the B-17, close support of

ground forces was now, in the words of the historian of the

period, "to fall into neglect.,4 The development of the

heavy bomber and its associated doctrine was ti have a retard-

ing effect on all other aviation activities. The develooment

of apDrooriate attack aircraft was to be extremely slow.35

In 1940, the War Department oublished Air Corns Field

Manual 1-5, Emolovment of the Aviation of the Army. This

document represented, perhaps, the first break in official

doctrine in the evolution of air Dower tactics. Emerging here

for the first time was pure air power doctrine. Close air

suoport was still considered essential, but strategic use of

air was emohasized.36

On December 16, 1941 the War Department oublished

Training Circular 70, Army Air Forces-Basic Doctrine, which

stated that the basis of all air oower was the bombardment

aircraft. Training Circular 70 recomgnized the suooort role

of the AMr Corps but emphasized the strateqic role. The Air

37Coros was to be prepared to carry out either role.

In August l~14l, after the close of the larcrest oeacetime

maneuver ever to be held un to that time, the War Deoartment

3 3 USAF Historical Div., "The Development of Air Doctrine
in the Army Air Arm, 1917-1941,"(USAFHS No. 89), 1955, chao. III.

341bid., . 67. 35Goldberg, o. 144.

360'Connor, "History of Close Air Support," o. 10.

3 7 U.S., War Department, TC 70, A-my Air Forces-Basic
Doctrine, 16 December 1941, op. 3, 4, 8.
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published Training Circular 52, Emnloyment of Aviation in Close

Support of Ground Troops. It emohasiz-d the need for centra-

lized control and effective communications and liaison, but

fiiled to snel out how and where this comimunication and liaison

vere to accur. It visualized bombardment aviation as the

principal means of suoport.3 8 The princioal features of Training

Circular 52 wer, incoroorated into Field Manual 100-15, Field

Service Reyulations, published in June 1942.39

Field Manual 100-15 re-emohasized the dual role of the

Air Forces in conducting strategic varfare and close suoport

of ground forces.4O It went on to list the fundamental consid-

erations in deciding how aviation was to be used in suonort of

ground forces. These hinged on the mission, mobility, and

limitations of air forces. The orimarv mission of the air

forces was to gain air suoerioritv. Since aircraft were more

vulnerable and less easily reolac-d than artillery, air "should

normally be employed on targets that could not be engaged eff-

ectively or overcome oromotly b7 the use of artillery alone.u'4I

Field Manual 100-15 contained only broad statements of principle

on the question of control in combined air-ground ooerations.42

38U.S., War Department, Training Circular 52, -Enloyment of
Aviation in Suooort of Ground Trooos (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 29 Aug 4i), po. 1-2, 6-9.

39u.s., War Department, Field Manual 100-15, Field Service
Regulations (Washington: Government "rinting Office, 10 June 19,2),
chap. IV.

0iObid., op. 74-76. 4lGreenfield, P. 3. 42FM0O0-15, p. 209.
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FIELD MANUAL 31-35

With the publication of Field Manual 31-35, Aviation

in Support of Ground vorces, on 9 Anril 1942, the question

of control was s oelled out in a little more detail. Within

the theater pool of aircraft an "air support command" was to

be established. Such a command would have an organic obser-

vation element with other fighter or bomber elements assigned

or attached to it as determined necessarv by authority at

higher levels.43 The flexibility of the Air Forces was thus

carefully assured. The control of an air supoort command was

vested in an air commander who was to be the oooosite number

to the commanding general of a field army.ý4

Since Field Mlanual 31-35 was to remain the only authorita-

tive guide to tactical cooneration betlveen air ani ground until

the publication of Training Circular 1? on 20 Aoril 1945, at

the close of World War II, it should be reviewed in some detail.

Once the air support command had been designated to be

attached to or to suoport a soecified field army, the ground

force commander, in collaboration with the air suonort com-

mander would decide on the air suoport required. Then required,

aviation units could be allocated to suoort subordinate ground

units. This lesi~nation for suoport would not imoly subordin-
ation to the cround unit.45 (S~e Figure

43U.S., War Department, Field Manual 31-35, Aviation in
Support of Ground Forces (Washinqton: Government Printing Office,
9 April 1942), oar. 2.

Ibid., op. 6, 12. Ibid., oars. 2, 6.
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To assist in the cooperation at lower levels, the control

of the air commander could be decentralized to "air support

controls" located close to the command posts of units to which

supoortinc- air units were soecifically allocated. The com'ander

of the air support control would be the corrmlander of the

combat aviation unit supporting that particular ground unit.1 6

Normally an air support control would be found opposite only

a corps headquarters; however, an air support control could

be located at a division headquarters. This would be more

normal in the case of the armored division.47

An "air support party," a highly mobile group with

appropriate communicatiors, would be detailed to the head-

quarters of a supported ground unit for the purpose of trans-

mitting only aporoved air support requests to an air support

control. Within an army or coros, an air suoport party

would rarely be detailed to a subordinate ground headquarters

below that of an infantry division, exceot in the case of

armored divisions, where air suoport Darties would frequently

be detailed to the subordinate headquvrters of such a division.

Communication between an air support oartv and an air support

control woul• always be direct, usirg their own organic communications

The number of parties to be olaced with a division would deoend

upon the situation.48

To request air support a unit would go through normal command

channels. The request would continue upward until it reached a

4 6Ibid., par.107. 471bi.d, PP. 4-5. A81bid., pars. 7,109.
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command post where there was an air support party. Here the

air support officer would advise the ground commander of the

practicability of the mission. If the ground commander

approved the request it would be forwarded to the air suoport

control. At the control the air support officer would eval-

uate the request in collaboration with the ground force

commander. The decision as to whether or not t-e air supoort

mission would be ordered rested with the wound force commander

who should give full consideration to the advice of the air

supoort commander. If the request was aporoved by the ground

commander, the air support control commander would forward an

attack order directly to the airfield of the suooorting air

unit. Once the aircraft were in flight, the- would be con-

trolled by the air supDort control or occasionally by the

air support party who would guide the aircraft to the target.

It was also visualized that observation aircraft could

enter the control net and guide the aircraft to the target.49

Control of supportinc aviation was kept under the air

commander. Aviation was centralized at the highest practic-

able level. Only the air commander could issue an order to

an air unit. However, the ground commander could issue an

order to the air commander if he desired a mission flown.

The ground force commander, who would usually be the field

army commander, was to decide, in collaboration with the

air support commanier, on the amount of suooort required.50

491bid., pars. 37,107,109. 50Ibid., Dars. 12, 37.
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The ground commander's decision on priority of targets was

to be final.51 This system of oarallel chain of command was

to establish the necessary liaison for cordination and

advising and to provide a rapid means of rendering close

support.

Provisions for communications were vpgae as adequate

comnunications equioment was not then available. It was

visualized that radio comnunications would be used between

aircraft and the air support control and partv with the

air force being resoonsible for this communications.52

Means of identification and communications between

ground forces and aircraft in flight was of necessity quite

general and tentative due to a lack of exoerience in this

area. The ma-ual cautioned that limited success had been

achieved with panels, ovrotech ics, smoke, vehicle markings,

and the use of bomb safety lins.5 3 !morovement was to come

only with experience.

In brief, Field Manual 31-35 provided for an air suoPort

command to support a field army. The commander of this air

unit would act as an adviser to the 7round com.lmander. Authority

could be delegated to an air suron-rt control which would function

opposite a coros or division headiuarters. To act as liaison

and to transmit requests to air support control from a division

or regiment, a highly mobile qroup called an air support party

would be used. Air support parties would forward aporoved

requests to air support control. If approved by the ground

51Ibid., par. 31. 52Ibid., pars. 102,106,107. 531bid.,p. 18.



16

force commander in conjunction with the air support officer,

the request would be sent to an air unit as an order by the

air support officer.

Since only observation aircraft would be organic to the

air support command, flexibility in the use of air oover was

assured as units could be shifted as needed by the theater

commandei who could assign or attqch bombardment aircraft or

other type aircraft as the situation warranted. Then the

theater commander felt the situation warranted aviation

to be used in suoport of an ar~ny, he wouli assiv- or attach

aviation units to the air support command supporting the army.

These units would then be used to assist in accomplishment of

the army mission. The reverse of course w-ould also be true.5

AIR-GROUND TRAIYINI3N PRIOR TO COMBAT

An interestinq feature of the air-7round maneuver

held at San Antonio in 1927 was the provision for aerial

demonstrations to be conducted at various posts along the

routes of the planes as they assembled on San Artonio from

around the country. Demonstrations were scheduled for Fort

Rilev, Fort Sill, Fort Leavenworth, and Fort Bennin!. A

final demonstration was to be given at San Antonio after

the maneuvers. The demonstration at Fort Leavenworth had to

be cancelled because the air fieli was flooded. The demon-

strations corsisted of att-cks on convoys, bombinq, aerial

54Ibid., pars 2, 4, 5, 7, 37, 109.
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combat, day and nitht ohotozranhy, and !ayinrr of a smoke

screen.%5

A few years later training wai greatly curtailed by the

onset of th-- denression and the subsequent lack of training

funds. Large scale maneubers were not resumed until war clouds

had again 7athered over Eurooe. Air units oarticipatinq in

maneuvers during this neriod consiýted orimarily of National

Guard observation squadrons vIth only an occasional Air Corps

bombardment or oursuit unit. Equibment, esoecially radios,

was found to be obsolete and unreliable, makino control

difficult.56

After war had broken out in Europe, extensive air

support tests were scheduled for the period of February to

June 191,l. Shortages of equiomr-nt and units, and deficiencies

in trainin. limited the scooe of the tests. T-owever, the

Problem was thorouoghly studied.57 As a result of the tests,

the Air Force created air suonort colmmands Vhich wou.dI control

all aviation formerly allotted to •rorid units. After the man-

euvers, the War Department issued 'irainlng Circular 52, entitled

Employment of Aviation in SuoDort of Ground Trooos, which

incnroorated the use of air suooort co -mands.5 8

5514aneuver Feadqu.rters, "Renort of Alr-Ground 14aneuvers, 1927,
Fort Sam Houston, Texas," 1927, Annex C.

56Reoorts of the First, S-cond, and Third Army 7Aaneuvers for
1939, 1940, and l Ll.

57Robert Palmer, K.R. Greenfiali, and B.I. Wilev, The
Organization of Ground Combat Troons (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1947), o. 109.

58Tbid.
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On 3 July 1941, a few weeks after the autonomy of. the

Air Forces was regularized bv reoreanization, General Head-

quarters (GHQ) under General L. Mcrair became resnonsible

for combined air--round training.59 The field of resnoosibility

of General McNair had been outlined eqrlier when the War

Department G-3, an Air Corns officer, had prepared a memor-

andum listing six kinds of aviation support for ground

troops: (1) close, direct-suoport fire missions on the im~ned-

iate front of ground troops, (2) air defense of friendly troops

and installations in the combat zone, (3) reconnaissance and

observation, (4) air attic1 ks against tarn-ets in hostile rear

areas, (5) support of parachute troops and air infantry, and

(6) liaison. 6o

Of these itens, the first three were to constitute the

substance of the air sunport nroblem. The fourth involved

less coordination between air and ground forces. The others

were to present fewer problems. The sta-e was now set for

an even •reiter air-fround test to be Theld in the fall of 1941.

Confronted with the new air suDport comnrids, ground

commanders were quick to express their dissatisfaction. Their

feelin~s were reinforced by reports received by the Tar Depart-

ment G-2 indicating that the RAF in the -1iddle East had con-

spicuously failed to support -round troops. The British had

been disastrously defeated by Rommel in the soring of 1941,

and one cause of their weakness was held to be the separation

59Ibid., 6op. 100. Ibid., p 101-102.
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both in training and in combat between the British Army and

the RAF. 6 1

General McNair expressed his dissatisfaction with the

air support command. The placing of all suonort aviation

in "air supoort commands," he wrote, "is one more step in

the separation of the air from the rest of the army. !hat

may be the result is hard to oredict, but it seems quite

unlikely that it will facilitate the interworking of air

and ground."6 2

In the Seotember and November maneuvers in Louisiana and

the Carolinas in 1941, the number of aircraft Darticioating was

low in proDortion to the number of troops engaged. 6 3 General

Arnold, Chief of the Army Air Forces, noted several weak-

nesses to include the undue length of communications channels

between the ground commander's request for supoort and its

delivery by the air unit. 6 4 After the maneuvers the Air Force

vigorously insisted on the arranqement of air suonort commands

whereby corps and lower commanders could request but could not

orier the correspondLng air suonort officer to give suooort.

The principle of air suonort comminds was incoroorated in

Field Manual 31-35, published four months later. 6 5

6 lIbid., pp. 111-12; Denis Richards and 1Tilary Saunders,

Royal Ai-r Force 1939-19l5(London: Her Majesty's Stationery
Office, 1957), P. 1h7.

6 2palmer, p. 108. 6 3Ibid., p. 110.

641bid. 651bid.,, po. 110,,,112-11.
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The problem of combined air-around traini- was over-

shadowed in 1942 by the U.S. entry into the war and the subse-

quent rapid exiinsion of the armed forces. In writinc- about

the failure of the Air Forces to coooerate in joint trainina

in 1-91 2, General McNair freely exnressed his an-ireciation of

the problems t1ey faced. The decision had been made to emnloy

air power in Durope on a larae scale before any extensive emnloy-

ment of ýrround forces.66 Tbeir nroblem of exnonsion was stag-

gerincg. At the end of 19l1 the Air Forces numbered 350,000.
67

One year later thev rum.bered 1,6o0,000 officers and men.

In Airil l-)42, Army Ground Forces nublishbd its 194)2

nrogram for joint air-irounl trainr- #ic 1 contemonatid the

training of air forc3s as well as Tro'anl forces. This comnre-

hensive training procrram was to be culmllnated by joint corns

maneuvers throurhout the rema.nier of the vear.68

The Army Air Forces initially scheduled five air su-,nort

commands and 400 aircraft to suonort the maneuvers. Soon,

priority commitments and w ecial dive-slon of aircraft severely

limited the number of aircraft nrovidel for joint training.

Cormmanders of the 2d and 3d Armies renorted that the joint

maneuvers had been inconclusive because of limited oarticination

66F.I. Wiley, R.R.Palmer, and WI.R.Keast, The Procurement and

Traininq of Ground Combat Trooos (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 19L6), Dp. 17, 21-28.

Ibid., p. 22.

6 8 Letter, AGF to CG's, sub.: Critioue and Training Directive
for the period 1 June-31 October !DL2, dated 23 Anril 1912,
cited by Greenfield, p. 9.
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by air units, and then, with only substitute equioment. 6 9

Tests were conducted at Fort Benning in 1942 to study

the problem of identification of friendly ground forces from

the air. 7 0 However, this involved only a few troops and aircraft.

A large scale demonstration involving one corns of ground

troons was held at Fort Benning in June for commanders and staff

officers of armies, corns, and divisions assembled from all over

the country to show methods and techninues of air sunoort of

ground troops. The vie ving officers enlar.zed their k-nowledge,

but they had little onportunitv to nut it into Practice in

the air-ground maneuvers scheduled for that fall. 7 1

The training value of the demonstration was limited bv

difficulties vithin the supoorting air organization. The

organization of the air units for the de:no3stration was imneded,

according to the report of the air conmander, by "numerous

changes in air units assigned, poor status of traininp, and

absence or inadequacy of vital equioment." 7 2

General McNair issued a critique in which he declared

that the demonstrations had clearl7 indinated the need of

further air-ground trainina. When t'-e air officer h.d

sought to hav- a declaration made that suonort aviation

6 9Greenfield, pp. 13-15.

7 0 U.S., War Depart'ment, Training Circulqr 56, Air-Ground
Visual Communications (Washington: 'rovernment ?rinttnp Office,
19 August 19L42, p. 1.

7 1 Wiley, p. 412.

7 2 Reoort of the Third Demonstration Air Task Force(Prov.)
sub: Air-Ground Demonstration, Ft. Benninp, June 11-13, 194.2,
pars. 3, 9a, 9b, cited by Greenfield, D. 11.
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would not be assigned to, attached to, or otherwise placed

under t-e control of ground commanders, General McNair re-

peated the content of FM 31-35: "An air support command is

habitually attached to or supports an army in a theater of

operations. 1,73

The results of the air-ground training under the 191 2

training program were disaonointirg to ground commanders.

The program was doomed to failure in the absence of airplanes,

equipment, and trained air personnel. General McNair had

hoped that the 1942 traininT proqram would yield, besides

traininq for ground forces, enough joint training t) nermit

a revision of the doctrines formulated in FM 31-35 if

found necessary. He was to be disapoointed. His commanders

reported unanimously that the tests afforded by the man-

euvers were too irconclusive to warrant changes in FM 31-35.74

The divisions that went to Africa in November 1942

had only incidental traininq with air. Dissatisfaction

with air support in Africa was reported in December 19L2 by

Brig. Gen. Paul Robinett, Commanding General' Combat Command

B of the 1st Armored Division, operatincz with the British

First Army in Tunisia. General Robinett wrote a -ersonal

letter to General Marshall in which he stated that the

Germans knew how to use air support and that the Americans

did not.
7'

General McNair, responsible for air-ground traininghad

accepted the statements of the .Air Forces for the reason for

• 7 3 Greenfield, p.12. 71 Ibid.,pp.18-19. 7 5 1bid., p. 19.
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inadequate support. Nevertheless, a fear grew up within the

Army Ground Forces that the subordination of the joint

trainin7 was due to a syst3m of thought in the Army Air

Forces in which direct cooperation with •round forces was

re•Rrded as unimportgnt and unnecessary. Brig. Gen. William

Lynd, an air officer at General Headquarters, who had drafted

FM 31-35, in writing to General McNair about the Fort Benning

air-2round demonstration in 1942, noted that "for this demon-

stration for which any and every unit in the country should

have been available, it was necessary to call upon the Navy

in order to obtain even one full squadron of dive bombardment ....

Out of the seventy-five air generals now in the Army, General

Rudoloh and myself wer- the only two present. Although ex-

cellent reasons may be advanced for the qbsence of all others,

this is actually a true indication of the interest of the air

forces in air support."76

The opinion exoressed by General Lynd was strengthened

not only by the lack of support aviation for the fall mareuv-

ers, but by other indications which confirmed the feeling

that the need for air-ground traininz was not taken too

seriously by the Air Staff in Washington. For example, the

Commanding General of a cavalry division made an arrangement

with the air commander of a nei7hboring base to have heavy

bombers fly over ground troops in training, with the express

understandinq that the bombers would not be diverted for their

76Letter, Gen. Lynd to Gen. McNair, sub: Air-ground
Demonstration, Fort Benning, l9Junel942, cited by Greenfield, p.20.



own training mission. When he sought approval of this

arrangement through Army Ground Forces, the Air Forces with-

held approval on the grounds that the heavy bombardment

training program was too intensive to permit any interfer-

ences."t?

Other factors which influenced the opinion of Army

Ground Forces of the lack of cooneration from the Air Forces

was the resentment over aqressiveness of the Air Forces in

pressing the advantaces given it by preferential Dolicies,

particularly in the assignment of high quality oersonnel,

recriitmFent of personnel from the army ranks for flying

training, and the atterapt by t1-)e Air Forces to prevent

inclusion of organic observation qircraft in field artillery

units. 7

In summary, the impression was that the Army Air Forces

wqs movincg away from any policy of close cooperation with the

ground forces.

7 7 Third Indorsement, Army Air Forces, 5-Dec 1942, on
letter of 1st Cay. Division, 6 Nov 1942, sub: Air-ground
Training, cited by Greenfield, D. 21.

78Wiley, pP. 15, 21-28; Greenfield, p. 21.



CHAPTER II

NORTH AFRICA

Torch

The first American soldiers going into action in the

European Theater waded through the surf to the beaches of

Africa before dawn on 8 November 19142. Allied strategy

called for Operation TORC-, as the landinL was called, to

effect the seizlre of French ±Viediterraneqn territories in

Africa so as to safeguard su-oly lines through Gibraltar,

hasten the downfall of n1ommel's forces being driven out

of Egypt b-y General Montgomery's 8th Army, and to heln

relieve the pressure on the Russians w*o were soon to be

engaved in the defense of Stalingrad.

The invasion plan called for three task forces composed

of British and American troons to land at Casablanca, Oran,

and Algiers. General Eisenhower, as comnander of Allied Forces

Headquarters, was to be supreme commander. Lt. Gen. Kenneth

Anderson (British) was to be in coimand of the British ground

forces. It was olanned that the American t-ooos at Casablanca

and Oran would link up and then 7uarl the border of Soanish

1 Gen.D.D. Eisenho-ver, Crusade in Elirone (New York: Doubleday
Co., 1952), Pp. 4 9-94; C.9-G.S.C. Library, 9)±0.5L21., "The War

In North Africa," orenared for use at ITSMA by the Dent. of MA•E,
1951, Part 2. T1e discussion *of TORCH in this oaragraph and those
that follow is taken from these two references except where
specific references are indicated.
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Morocco to prevent interference by Franco or the Nazis from

that direction. General Anderson's forces landing at Algiers

would oush east to Tunisia to eventually link up with General

Montgomery. (See Figure 1.)

General Eisenhower hal wanted a single air force commander,

but he was prevailed upon by the arguments of the airmen that

because the projected use of the U.S. and British Air Forces

involved such a wide geozraphic disDersion, a unified command

would be impractical. The air plan called for two separate

units. These commands were seoarate as to tasks, nationalities,

and areas of responsibility and operations, corresponding in

general to the projected division of the zrouni3 forces--thqt is,

the British in Tunisia and the Americans in Morocco. Both were

to be directly resoonsible to General Eisenhower. The 12th

Air Force under Brig. Gen. James Doolittle, ani the RAF Eastern

Air Command under Air Marshal William Welsh, would provide the

requisite air support for their resnective national forces.

To coordinate the two air forces, an assistant and deputy

assistant chief of staff for air were included in Eisenhower's

staff. In General Eisenhower's view, the resoonsibilities of

reinforcing one command from another as need arose, of concen-

trating air strength in certain parts when necessary, and of

insuring centralized direction and control laV with him. 2

2 W.F.Craven & J.L.Cate, Army Air Forces in World War II
Vol. II:Europe-Torch to Pointblank(ChicaL-o: U. of Chicago Press,
1949), p. -3, hereafter referred to as AAF, II; C.'kG.S.C.Archives,
Hereafter referred to as CGSCA, S7290, Commander in Chief(Eisenhower),
"Reoort on Operation TORCHT"(S), 1943.
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Thne 12th Air.Force, comorised -rincioally of units orev-

iously designated for the general nur)ose of cross-Chanrel

invasion, was histily assembled fr-m Encnland and -•lsewahere.

It ias dependent ui)on the 8th Ai- Force in England for a

considerable portion of its loristicil sunoort. This su'nort

was orovided with some reluctance beciuse it detracted from

the ori-nary mission of the Rth Air Force; tVat is, the test
3

of the theorv of daTrli7ht orecision b-iblný of Germanv.

The 12th Air Supoort Co-.uand, activated as a sub-'dinate

unit of the 12th Air Force, would orovide the direct suoport

for the Aerican W'estern Task Force lardirc- at Casablanca.

The remainder df -.•e !2th Air Force -v uld )rovide sunoo-t

for the Center Tasir Force landinr at 0 ran. Both air units

would be directly resnonsible to the Pround commmnders of

th. res,.Djctive task forces until afte- the actual landings.

After the invasion, General Doolittle vould take command of

both -air units and await Eisenhower's directive for the

further emoloyment of the 12th Air Force.n

Initially, air suooort for the invadinc forces would be

orovided by carrier based naval air craft. As airfields were

sei7ed, Air Force aircraft wo'ald be launched from aircraft

carrriers and flown in from Gibraltar and England.

Air supoort parties were scheduled to lend with both"

3AAF, I,, P. 51.

4George F. Towe, Northwest. Africa: Seizing the Tnitiative
in the West (Washington: Governqi.nt -rinting Office, 19•7),
P. 37; AAF, II, p. 54.
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American task forces. The landing at Casablanca was furnished

with three air su~nort paities, each consistinq of one officer

and nine enlisted men, equinped with two VW'- radios for commun-

ications wit'-• air headquarters and witl- aircraft.5 In addition,

each battalion, regiment, and division headiquarters was fur-

nished a V'TF radio to contact aircraft ca-riers for naval air

suonort. 
6

For the Center Task Force, t-e 12th Air Force furnished

an air suonort control to be set uo in the vicinity of Center

Task Force headquarters. Air suooort parties were: furnished

to division headquarters and t- smaller units with senarate

missions.7

The role of the 12th Air Force in thp assault nhase of

the TORCv Operation was a minor one. Naval aircraft had

provided the initial air sunDort. Several days ensued before

the transfer of the Air Force aircraft from Gibraltar and from

naval carriers to bases could be comoloted. Only

a few Army Air Fo-ce olane- er•acqed anv targets. 8

TITNTSIAN CAMATGN

The Yeeks followin- the invasion -,er- snent i- consolidation.

The British assenbled their forces a-d initiated the drive

5CISCA, 40O8-G, 12th ASC, "Signal Communications 0 lan,"

Operation Torch, 9 October 19L2.
6

CGSCA, 6189, Reoort of Col. T. Rooer, 22 December 1942.
7 CCGSCA, 11291, Annex 7, Torcb Oneration Field Order,

Fq., 1st Tnf. Div., 17 November 19b2.
8AAF, II, 67.
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eastward to Tunisia. Its logistical buildup was hamoered by a

shortage of transportation, gasoline, and suonlies,. the inad-

equate road nets, the tremendous distances involved, and per-

sistent enemy air attacks on norts, airfields qnd ground forces. 9

By 21 November, the 12th Air Force and the 12th Air Sunport

Command had been released from control of t"Ie task force commanders;

10
and General Doolittle assumed control of the two air units.

On 24 November, Combat Co mmand B of the 1st Armored Division

was sent eastward to join the British in the race for Tunis.

Elements of the 12th Air Force were also moved eastwird to

assist in the air battle. 1 1

A small French force and an American oarachute batallion

were operating over a wide front on the southern flank of the

British. Most of the missions flown b7 the American air units

operating in their area were flown in sunport of the British

along the coast. Occasional missions were flown in supoort

of the French and American ground units. The fighters of this

air element, which consisted of four fighter squadrons and one

light bomber squadron, were generally concerned with escorting

bombers and nrovidIng reconnaissance rather than other forms

of close support. 1 2

9 Howe, pp. 320, 335.
lOMsg., Allied Force Adv. Hq. to CG's, CTF, WTF, 43,

23 Nov 1942, cited by AAF, II, pp. 83-+.

""The 1!rar in North Africa," p. 19.
1 2 Air University Archives, hereafter referred to as AUA,

Army Air Forces Reference History No. 1 (AAFRH-I&), "The Twelfth
Air Force in the North African Winter Camoaign," p. 69.
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By 30i•ovember the drive to Tunisia was halted due to

a rapid buildup of German forces in Tunisia, poor weather,

and effective enemy air action against the advancing columns.

The eastern Air Command supportinz the British ground forces

could do little to remedy the situation. Its medium and heavy

bombers kept hitting the airfields and seanorts through which

the Germans were receiving their reinforcements, but it could

not keep enough fighter squadrons in the air or base them near

enough to the area of ground conbat to counter the German air

strength. The Germans, with their shorter lines of commun-

ications from Sicily and Italy, had simplv built uD faster than

the British.13

General Anderson believed that enemy air action was

"almost entirely" resoonsible for the bogaing down of his

force and that his own air forces could not counter the

German air attacks on his troops because of "geograohical

reasons." The Germans had front lire air superiority,

superiority where it counted most at tVis time. Anderson's

ports and forward airfields were repeatedly bombed, forcinq

tVe air forces to move a portion of their bombers to rearward

fields away from the few forwarl crowded fields. General

Eisenhower, fearful of the dancer to his ports from German

air raids, had to keep fighter squadrons in the rear area to

protect them. 1 4

1 3 Howe, p. 308; AAF, II, 88-89.

14AAFRH-14, pp. 28, 43, 126; Howe, p. 355.
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AIR OPERATIONS IN TUThISIA

The failure of the Allied drive on Tunis and the

failure to gain air superiority in November caused serious

concern to the Allied comiranders. The difficulty in con-

ducting successful air ooerations resulted from several

factors. T'he army and air forces worked with precarious

communications and no reserve supplies. General Anderson's

forward trooos were subject to persistent dive bombing by the

Ju-87, the Stuka, which had already been shown to be obsoles-

cent by the RAF in Egypt. The inabilityv to drive the Stuka

from the sky lay in the lack of forward airdromes.15

The Germans possessed numerous all-weather fields in

Tunisia in addition to fields nearby in Sicily and Sardinia.

The ,lains area which t-e Germans occuoied in Tunisia had

large areas usable as landing ,r-~unds without preoaration.

The Stukas were based barely a score of miles from the front,

and since the plane was light, they were able to land in

open fields "ust beyond t-e ranpe of Allied artill:ry.

German calls for support were made in t1-e clear and answered
16

within five to ten minutes.

The Allied air forces possessed only three forwvard air-

fields, 150, 120, and 70 miles from the front. Two of the

fields were constantly mudded. From the nearest airfield,

the Spitfires, with their ninety mile radius, could only

remain over the battle area for five to ten minutes. The

15AAF, II, p. 89.

16 Ibid.; CGSCA, 1683, Reoort on air-ground support in

Africa by Col. Henry Dexter, 11 June 1943, hereafter referred
~ ~ ~-i~ 0 ~i-i- ,~~4-~ ~WrIO1T~r',-r~nt n~n AfricalI.
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German Air Force had only to pull back and wait until

the Spitfires departed to resume their work. The 0- 3 8's

possessed adequate range but they were mostly committed

to coastal and shipoinz protection. The Garmans were con-

sistently enjoying numerical superiority at the front. By

3 December, General Eisenhower estimated that th= weight of

the Allied bomber force was not enough to knock out the

enemy air power on its airfields. B-17s were operating

at near their maximum range. Suoply and maintenance was

chaotic. Headquarters were dispersed over hundreds of miles

with only apoalling communications to connect th'em. The

distance from A!-aers to Tunis which Anderson had to cover

was 400 miles with only one railroad and very inadeauate

roads over which he could suoport his drive. 1 7

12th AIR SUPPORT COMM&JAND AND 2d CORS ENTER TUNISIA

In early January, units of the U.S. 2d Corps under

General Fredendall began moving eastward from 74orocco to

particioate in the Tunisian Campaign. On 10 January, 12th

Air Support Command, already stationed on the southern flank

of the Allied line, was desionated as the air force contingent

1 7 Ibid., pp. 86, 106, 119; General Anderson stated that
the air strength in the forward area was insufficient because
the air officer had to meet naval de-nands for orotection which
kept him in Al7iers and thereby unable to worn closely with
him in Tunisia. Also, the air communications net was not
operational until 23 November.(Gen. Anderson, "Operations in
NW Africa from 8 Nov 1942 to 13 May 1943," Supplement to the
London Gazette, 5 Wov 1946, pp. 5451-52. The scuadrons ooer-
ating in the forward area did not have a single repair unit
with them (Richards • Saunders, p. 255).
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for General Fredendall's 2d Corps.1 8 (See Figure 2.)

When 2d Corns moved to Tunisia, 12th Air Sunoort Command

consisted of two understrength squadrons of the 33d Fighter

Grouo and the 47th Bombardment Group. The air commander

considered the 47th poorly trained in all respects ind recom-

mended it be withdrawn. He also concluded that he did not

have enough air nower to perform his mission. Corseque-tly,

for t-e next two weeks the 12th AIr SuDoort Command was rela-

tively inactive except for repelling constart raids on its

fields.19

Ever since the A glo-Americln advance had been halted

in November by heavy enemy air attacks, ground commanders

male repeated demands for orotection from enemy air attacks.

'Favin7 seen their men continually bombed, havin7 seen this

bombing perfectly coordinated with tank and infantry attacks,

and havin7 seen few friendly olanes come to their rescue,

front line commanders were inclined to censure the air forces. 2 0

When 2d Corps forces moved into the area and were subject

to enemy! air attacks, they joined in the cry for more protection.

As General Eisenhower later oointed out, the troops were inex-

perienced, and inadequately sunplied with liqht antiaircraft

weapons, and the Stuka was a terrifvinq if not terribly eff-

ective wea-oon.21

1 8 AAF, II, 112.

1 9 14sg., Craig to CG 12th AI, 816 and 1159, 9 and 11 Jan
1943, cited by AAF,II, 'O. 138-1I.

20AAF, II, 1ý2. 2 1 Eiserýhower, p. 120.
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Division commanders werr later to re)ort that losses from

Stukas were greatly diminished as the troops became more exper-

ienced and equipped with adequate antiaircraft artillery.

Hovever, the Stukas, at this time, were very rumerous and

very active.
2 2

Air attacks, or the threat of attacks, were effective in

neutralizing the troops for the period of the attqck and for

a period thereafter depending on the combat experience of the

trooos. As an example, early in February it was necessary to

move a battalion of the 168th Infantry by davli7ht by motor.

German dive bombers almost immediately attacked the column

causinq severe casualties. U.S. Spitfires cime to helo; but

their fields were more listqnt than the Germans; and so they

were only able to stay in the area for a few minutes. The

German planes would outwait the Soitfires and then return to

resume the attack. An estimated six German planes were success-

ful in keeping this battalion out of action all day. 2 3

DETERIORATTIG U.S. AIR STTTJATION

The oroblems faced biy the British Eastern Air Command in

furnishing air support for the 1st Army in November and December

were also to Plague the 12th Air Support Command and 12th Air

Force when 2d CorDs moved to Tunisia.

General Doolittle reported in December that 75% of the

2 2 Dexter, po. 16-17, 27.

2 3 AUA, 6o0-101B, Reports of Staff Meeings, Hq., 12th Air
Force, for December 1942; AAF, II, p. 116; Howe, p. 397.
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personnel in the 12th Air Force were untralned or only oar-

tially trained, especiall7 signal units. Communications,

airfield construction, and transportation were serious bottle-

necks. Because of a lack of forward airfields, he estimated

thit only a third of his aircraft could be effectively emplovei

against the enemy. He also com-lained that two separate and

different air organizations could not 'hoe to onerate effectively

without a single cornmander.24

Those Army Air Force units sunoorting Eastern Air Command

in November and December could not be controlled by the

British air commander because of serious communications diff-

iculties. Cons'equentlv, they were on occasion under on-rational

control of General Anderson's 1st Army. However, 1st Army

did not order air suoport missions from the American units,

but rather, it requested them.25

The effectiveness of the American air units ooerating in

Tunisia in November and December was hamr-red by a lack of

proper loýistical supoort and by noor airfields. Airfield

construction encineers were nowhere near adequate. The

shortage of motor transoort was serious. There were insuf-

ficient spare parts, no reolacement aircraft, and no replace-

ment personnel. In a short time attrition was 7reater than

50%. Antiaircraft units for protection of airfields were

24ATTA, 650-101B, Renorts of Staff Meetinis, Hq., 12th

Air Force, for December 19b2; AAF TI, 126.

AUA, Capt. H.A. Radetsky, "History of the 15th Bombardment
Squadron," n.d., p. 3; AAF, I1, 107.
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inadequate. The number of ground trooos to protect the air-

fields from German paratrooper raiders was insufficient. All

of these factors began to take their toll on the Allied air

effort. 26

Perhaps the greatest deficiency was the absence of radar

and signal units to operate a fivhter co-trol center. These

were necessary for offensive air action. Consequen tlv, consid-

erable effort had to be exoended on air patrols to orotect

airfields. 2 7

In addition, centralized control of the German air units

operating in Libya with Romnel qnd those ooposir- the Allies

in Tunisia had been established in early December. The units

previously supporting Rommel against Vontromery were now avail-

able for use in Tunisia. The slightly better German planes and

more experienced German pilots had an initial advantage. Twelfth

Air Support Command suffered heavy losses trying to cover its

wide front.2 8

REORGANIZATION

The intermingling of British, Fre-ch, and American ground

and air units compoounded the need for centralized control.

26 AUA, 14th Fighter Group was assigned to 12th ASC in early
January. By 27 Jan it was disbanded and 38 pilots returned to U.S.
(Opn. Rpt. 14th F.G.). The 33d F.G. lacked tools,parts, lights
for night repair work. On 2 Dec it had 71 operational aircraft.
By 14 Jan it had only 30 oporational.(Opn Rpt, 33d F.G.) See
also problems of airfield construction ani lack of organized
engineer effort in "Airdrome Construction in North Africa," by
Brig. Gen. Davidson, AIR FORCE, Aug 43, pp. 14-16, 21.

2 7 PAF, II, pp. 143-44; 33d F.G. Opns Rot., Feb 1943; 31st
F.G., Opns Rpt., Feb 1943.

28AAF, II, p. 14.
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Because the French refused to serve under a British commander,

General Eisenhower moved to Tunisia to c-ntrol the battle now

bo-ged down in the muddiest winter in years. In January,

General Eisenhower found that he was unable to control the

battle because of difficulties with communications, and so,

he turned over control of all ground and supnorting air units

to General Anderson. This was the first time that the Prench

had a~reed to serve under a British commander. General Anderson's

air support would be nrovided bv the 242 Group, a subordinate

unit of the Eastern Air Comnard, and 12th Air Supnort Command.

Both air units were to be under the control of General Kuter

of the U.S. Air'Forces. An exam!le of the problem facing

General Anderson in controllinz his combined force was the fact

that it took him four days travelling over a distance of 1,000

miles to visit his corps commanders. 2 9

This measure was only a temporary one pending the imple-

mentation of another plan already agreed unon at the Casablanca

conference of Roosevelt and Churchill in January. 3 0 General

Arnold hpd long advocated the naenina of General Spaatz (U.S.)

as the commander of the Allied Air Forces in the European

Theater of Operations, the principal mission of which would

be the bombin7 offensive aý-ainst Germany. On 19 November 1942

the British had oroposed that Air Marshal Tender, Commander of

RAF, Middle East, be named as combined air comimander in the

29Anderson, "Operations in NW Africa from 8Nov42 to 13May43."

3 0 AAF,II, pp. 6o-66, 106-17.
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Mediterranean. Eisenhower deferred. Then, despite British

protest, he named General Spaatz as his deoutv for air on

3 December. General Spaatz's chief duty was the coordination

of the 12th Air Fo-ce and the Eastern Air Command, the duty

which had been the responsibility of General Eisenhower's

assistant and deouty assistant G-3 for air. 3 1

General Soaatz immediately switched the heavv bomber

effort fron airfields t-' oorts, ordqined s--qe rest for the

air forces, qnd establishe9 a rour-h division of responsibility

between Eastern Air Command and the 12th Air Force. 3 2

In preparation for the cornitment of 2d Coros alongside

the British in Tunisia, General Eiserbower named General Spaatz

to head the Allied Air Force on 4 January. With this, General

Spaatz commanded the Eastern Air Command and the 12th Air Force.

The weakness of this organization was th- failure to Drovide

for the coordination between the air supoort units, namely

the 12th Air Support Command and 242 Group.33

A week later, President Roosevelt and Prime '.Iinister

Churchill met at Casablanca. There it -ras -4ecided to estab-

lish an over-all air command under Air Marshal Tedder.

Within this air command would be established the Yorthwest

African Air Force(NWAAF) consistinq of a bomber force, a

coastal force for -ort and shippina Drotection, ard a tactical

air force to provide supoort for around forces. This latter

orga-ization would be under AirMarshal Co' inaham.

3 1 Ibid., pp. 53, 106-109. 3 2 Ibid., 108.
331bid., pp. 112-15.



General Alexander was named over-all commander of all the

ground forces closing in on 71inisia. Air Marshal Coningham

was to work with General Alexander and control thb, three air

detachments cooperatinp with the British 1st and 8th Armies

and t'e U.S. 2d Corps.34 (See Fipnure .).

12th AIR SUPPORT COMMAND AND 2d CORPS

On 10 January, 12th Air Support Command was designated

to provide air suoport for the 2d Corps now assembling on the

southern flank of the British and French forces. The 12th

Air Support Comnand consisted of two understre-nth squadrons

of t-e 33d Fighter Grouo and the J?7th Bombardment Group.

On 11 January th, commander of the 12th Air Support Command

concluded that he did not have erou-'h air nower to perform

his mission. General Doolittle a-oroved his nlan to conserve

his strength. Wuring the period from R to 18 January, 12th

Air Support Cormand was relatively inactive except for formal

reconnaiss-nce and repellin- constant raids on its fields. 3

On 21 Janu.irv, as mentioned earlier, Gen-ral Eisenhower,

unable to control the battle, turned cortrol of all ground and

supportinz air over to General Anderson. Because collaboration

by air forces was faulty to date due particularly to the absence

of an advanced air headquarters, General Kuter (U.S.) was aopointed

as the Allied Air Support Commander for the entire front, to

34.Ibid., Top. 6o-66,, 106-17..

35msgs., Craig to CG 12th Air Force, 816 and 1159
cited by AAF, II, 138.
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control 242 Group and 12th Air SuDport Command. His command

was in operation by 25 January.36

The first controlled air acti'-n was conducted in sunport

of Combat Comrianl B on 23 January. The Chief of Staff, 2d Coros

described the difficulty in setting it u": "It took a lot of

hell raisinq with everyone from General Craig dowvn. But it

worked after a fashion." 3 7

By 26 January, 12th Air Support Comniand had been built up

to 110 aircraft. However, most of these units operated under

han:-Ucaps of "ne sort or another. The traininq status of

the bombardment grouo was previously mnntioned. Part of the

force consisted'of French oilots who had had oitifully inade-

quate traini-Ig. The 33d Fighter G'roup coild only keez one

half of its planes operational. The newly assigned 8 1st Group

had lost its commander and had no staff.38

Lacking any offensive radar coverage, 12th Air Supnort

Command was hard oressed to carry out its mission and con-

tinued to suffer heavy losses. The logistical and replacement

situation continued to deteriorate. 3 9

During the few weeks before t'e German attack at

Kasserine, American and British reinforcements moved forward

and plans were made for a major offensive which wolild be

mounted in the Tebessa-Kasserine area to sei7e Gabes and Sfax.

This offensive if successful would cut off Ronael's forces

36
Lt.Gen. L.K.Truscott, Command Missions(New York: EP Dutton

c Co., 1954), P. 136.
371bid., t).138. 38AAF,I,,141. 39bid.P.I3,1.
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opposing the 8th Army. The weather situation was imnrovinL,

but it would be difficult to find the troops for the operation,

and even more difficult to supply them over the Door roads and

great distances involved.40 (See Figure IL. )

The air reorganization took -lace on 18 February, in the

midst of the German attack on Kasserine. The Germans, attacking

with four armored divisions in conlunction with a heavy con-

centration of supporting air attacks, pushed back elements

of tbe ist Armored Division which was tVniry snread over a

front of fifty miles. The arouni attack was halted by 22

February.41

The records are silent on how the Air Support Command

and 2d Corps coordinrted their comb-ined onerations and how

Air Support Parties functioned durincr this period. There

is one report that an air siDnort party established contact

with planes in fli-ht to advise them t"at the tar7et had

moved from its ori'irnal Position and helped the pilots to

distinjg'ish friendly from hostile tn1s.4;2,

The G-3 Air of the 1st Armored Division stated that

on 9 February he requested daily reconnaissance of the Faid

Pass areato discover indications of enemy intentions. No

reoorts were ever received bv the Division. On 14 February,

the Germans attacked through the pass where they had been

40,,The War in North Africa," p.23. 4lIbid.

4 Dexter, p.25.
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assembling since 8 February.43

The Army historian of this oeriod concluded that the "air-grounc

coordination was still below expectations. The Axis dominance

in the air was so Rreat that training in aircraft identification

seemed fruitless .... Air Reconnaissance had given too little

help to the forward elements. Air bombing missions were exe-

cuted too slowly to influence most current battle situations.

Tactical air suoport was still in short suoIoply."'4

AIR SUPPORT AFTER REORGANTZATION

After Kasserine, Air Marshal Coningham set abiut reorgan-

izing his new command. To assist 12th Air Suooort Command,

which had no radar, radar wqs to he orovided. Anorooriate

equipment and units as well as additional signal units were

attached on 9 March. Twelfth Air Suooort Command was directed

to set u' a fighter operations room with ap~rooriate commun-

ications to control counter-air activity. These same defic-

iencies in 242 Group were also to be corrected to bring these

two units up to the standards of the successful Desert Air

Force which Air Marshal Coninbham had couIrIqanded in sunrort

of General Montgomery's 8th Armyy.5

Reinforcements were to be rushed from the U.S. and

England to replace the air losses and to counter the superior

German fighters. The 33d Fighter Groun, which had been with-

drawn for rest and recuperation on 11 February, returned in

43Dexter, D. 9; Howe, o. 406. 14 4Howe, n. -481.

45CGSCA, 6046, XII ASC, Report of Onerations, 9 Aoril 1943,
p. 18; AAF, II, Dp. 168-69.
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March. Whereas in January this unit had averaged only thirty

operational aircraft Der dav, it was to average seventy-three

per day in March ana eihty-three oer day in A-ril. Other

units were similarly reinforced. Trný practice of using

reconnaissance squadrons for offensive action was halted.

Pilots were to be trained as observers. This was desiened

to help correct the main weakness of tactical reconnaissanae.

Photographic planes, however, were not received until near

the end of the campaign. Thirteen airfields for the forward

area lver- given high construction priority as the airfield

construction units were finally noved from Morocco and

were effeciently or7anized.4)6

General Patton, who now commanded 2d Coros, renewved the

attack in mid-March. Attqck and tactical reconnaissance

missions were kept to a minimum by Air Marshal Coninrham's

instructions while the bulk of the fighter squadrons were

used to escort bomber missions. With the newly installed

radar, 12th Air Support Command -. as beainnin,7 to exoloit its

now numerical superiority. Umbrellas to orotect frierdly

troops were to be used only if enemy attacks were persiTstent.47

As Allied air and 7round numerical suoeriority increased

and the German lines were pushed back on all sides toward Tunis,

all aircraft in Tunisia, including those with General Montgomery,

6 6 CGSCA, 3497, General Operational Directive, n'IATAF,
20 Feb 1943; AAF, II, 168-69.

'CTCGSCA, 6046, XII ASC, Reoort of Onerations, op.l-9;
AAF, II, 168-72.
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were now within range of any target in the German sector. By

the end of April German fighters were seekin- the comparative

safety of Sicily. The end was near at hand. (See Fimures 5 and 6.)

When General Patton resumed the offensive in March, the

forward echelon of 12th Air Sunport Command was located with

his headquarters, serving as an air suoDort party. Air

sup.ort oarties were also assigned to each division. No

permanent assignment of ground liaison officers was mqde to

air units. Instead, a ground officer from the unit to be

suoported would call at the air unit to brief pilots if time

permitted.
1 4 8

Mission requests were oassed from air sunoort narties

at divisions to 12th Air Suonort Command. Corns had no

filtering function. Planned missions were organized durinq

the evening preceding the day of execution. Missions desired

by the ground troops, either reconnaissqnce or combat, were

considered at this time. Air now had the prerogative of

declining these requests in contrast with tle nolicy under

FM 31-35 where the ground commander coull order a mission

flown. Emergency missions or calls on targets of ooportunity

were granted if deemed suitable and aircraft were available.

This was rare since olans called for employment of all aircraft

every day. It was possible to divert a prenlanned mission

although observers reoorted that there were no records of such

48 CGSCA, 1669, VIII ASC, ".Air Operations in Suoport of

Ground Forces," op. 11-13.
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an occurrence. Durinq this time, air c-enerally declined to
49

attack small targets or targets within artillery range.

Pilots were forbidden to talk with rroun1 forces while

in fli'ht, which hamoervd exchange of intellioence. Instead,

A-2's debriefed oilots and forwarded the information through

channels. Because of the resultant number of headquarters

through vhLch the message hid to be oassed, the information

usually arrived too late to be of any value. Dilots had

been ooorlV trained to conduct tact'cal reconnaissance. No

reconnaissance flights were directlv available to a zround

co:nmander. Twelfth Air Suonort Commind had a very limited

air Ohoto caoabilitv and no night reconnaissance caoabilitv

whereas both the Germans and RAP flew night reconnaissance.50

The Commandinq General of the 31Lth Division renorted

that he never received a ohoto within 24 hours of the

request. General Allen, 1st Division comnander, stated

that in six months of ooeriti-ns he h1d ornv once received

ohotos prior to jumninp, off in an attack. When General

Timberlake, Air 'Marshal Tedder's Onerqtions Officer was

asked if the Photograohic Wing at that headouarters could be

used to provide ohotos for around trooos, he renlied that it

vas for "strategic" photovranhic missions only. "'hen Drints

wver- madle available to 2d CO-ros they could onlv be reoroduced

49C'SCA. 1755, Renort of Mai. Gen. W. Walke-, 30 June i)LI,
p. 1.; Dexter, Section IV.

Dexter, on. 7, 12; VIII ASC, "Air Ooerations in Suinort
of Ground Forces," po. 24-29; XIT ASC, "Reiort of Onerations,"
pp. 1-9.
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in quantity at Oran, 750 miles away. Fowever, the walls of

the headquarters of the 47th Bombariment Group of the 12th

Air Support Command were covered with pictures of air strikes.

Tactical reconnaissance ani ohoto;ranhy had low oriority. 5 1

In early April, 2d Coros was shifted ti the north flank

of ist Army, alonc' tl-e coast. G&neral Omar Bradley took

over command r-m General "atton. W-Aile t'-e Desert Air

Force remained in support of 8th Army, 12th Air Sunoort

Conand was placed under the control of 2L2 Group, and

both units were desl~mated to provide supnort for 1st Army.

All requests for air were to be forwarded to Army and

not to 21L2 Group. Twelfth Air Support Command ke:et only a

liaison officer at 2d Corns neadquarters. The majority

of missions were flown on the initiative of air and took

the form of attacks on enemy troops *nd positiors in the

path of tl-b rground forces rather than close co-ooeration

with the arouind forces. WV'ile in 2d Corps the ground

acti$n was decerntralized down to division, c6rtrol of the air

had been centralized up to Ar-tv. Conse-que-tly, cooperative

olanning for soecific attacks by participatirt air and ground

commanders was i.inossible. 5 2

One problem which persisted throughout most of the

North African campaign was the difficulty of identif!inq

friendly aircraft. Groun! troops had had little or no actual

experiences in air-.round ooerations and reco'nition orior to

5lIbid. 52Dexter, oar. 87; Howe, 672.
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to movement overseas. Wind, haze, sun, and soeed of aircraft

complicated the problem of identification. Due to enemv air

superiority in the early stages, troops were quick to fire

at any aircraft flying overhead. ConseiuentlV, many friendly

aircraft were damaged or shot down bv friendly fire. General

Patton finally issued enuhatic orders that only "exoerts"

at identification could open fire after positive identification.

All others would withold fire until actually attacked. 5 3

Allied aircraft -vere also guiltv of attqckinc- friendly

troops. Homever, as one observer nut it, due to the infre-

quency of close support missions, the instances where friendly

air attacked ground troops were fortunately few.54

LESSONS LEARNED

Tunisian exoeriences left the ground and air commanders

in disagreement on the orooer relatiorshio of air and 7round

units. Air was satisfied with tl-' newly won centralized

control of air and the removal of air units from ground

control. Air coamnanders now had tI'e final decision on whether

or not a mission would be ordered. Argum-nt centered over the

relative iriortance of tarzets and missions. With the sharnly

increased number of allied aircraft and their imoroved ooeratina

efficiency, air superiority was obtained; and the question of

"air umbrellas" assumed less imoortance. Ground commanders

sought the kind of air support !vhich General ontqomerv had

53Dexter aDeteoar. 87. 54Ibi__dd.,Dar. 104; AAFRH-l4, D. 186.
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received in the brilliant air-around operations at El Alemein

and El Hamma; that is, the use of air for neutralizing enemy

fire, harassing, covering friendlv ground movements, and timely

reconnaissance a-d intelligence. Unable to get this tvme

suoport bv the "request" method they desired that soecific

air be allocated to them. Recoprnizinz that centralized

control of air was best during inactive neriods or on inactive

fronts, they felt that if the air support is to orovide max-

imam aid, it should be coordinated with the rround attack.

They felt that the detailed •lans for the air oarticioation

must be made at and by t-e around headquarters actually

planninr the details of the qround attack. This would fre-

quently be at corps and division. Commanders also felt that

provisions must be available for raoid handling of emergency

requests and for zuidinq the aircraft onto the taroet from

the ground. They proposed that a division reoresented a big

investment in men and materiel, and a failure to orovide all

available support so as to orevent losses was th-)upht to be

a faulty orinciple.5

General Kuter, now Air Marshal Coningham's deouty,

outlinved in a letter to General Arnold, Chief of Army Air

Forces, the air poInt of view. General ".uter stated that

during the oeriod November 1942 through February 1943,

failure to achieve success in fighting in the air, on the

ground, and in concert was due to a considerable extent to

55Hove, o. 672; Dexter, po. 32-11.
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the unsound air-ground organization and its effect on air

support operations. In consequence, a sweeping reorientation

and reorganization of the air effort had been necessary.

"A satisfactory degree of success in battle by both air and

ground forces had resulted."56

General Kuter went on to list deficiencies within air

force organization; but his emphasis was on the point that

despite Allied over-all superiority in numbers of aircraft,

"the basic underlying cause of the ineffectiveness of air

support operations was...~ hatj too much aviation was avail-

able to ground forces for direct support mi-issions even in

periods of inactivity and not enough was available for use

in attaining- air superiority.,,57

The conflict of opinion between air and ground commanders

could not be resolved except by a more comprehensive approach

to tactics than either ground or air officers were in the

habit of employing, and remained to be worked out in sub-

sequent morths when Allied air resources were more plentiful.

CGSCA, 2704, Letter, Brig. Gen. L.S. Kuter to C.G.,

AAF, 12 May 1943, hereafter referred to as Kuter.

57Ibid.



CHAPTER III

AIR-GROUND TRAINING AND REVISION OF ARMY AIR FORCES
DOCTRINE AND ORGANIZATION IN 1943

Air-Ground Training

While the Allied forces were engaged in the final phases

of the struggle in Africa, ground forces were being prepared

for eventual commitment to the Mediterranean and European

Theaters. General McNair was busily engaged in directing the

training and organization of the newly formed forces.

Sweeping changes were taking place to take advantage of the

mobility and fire power which scientific and mechanical

progress had put within the reach of the Army. In the

development of new specialties of ground combat, and their

integration into the battle team, he had shown himself a

firm advocate of the principles of flexibility and the

massing of force. Throughout, he continually insisted that

all of the arms be welded into a team. And to insure that

all of the arras did become part of the team, he insisted that

they must have experience working together in the field. 1

General McNair had bent all of his energies on extending the

actual cooperation of the combined arms, including the air arm,

1 Greenfield, pp. 29-30; For a report of training, see
Palmer, The Procurement and Training of Ground Combat Troops.
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which resulted in the combined field maneuvers of 1941 and 1942.

He was to continue with this concept in 1943.

In 1943, both air and ground forces had an advantage which

they had not previously enjoyed. This ,vas the experiences of

American forces engaged in combat. Unfortunately, the reports

of these experiences did not bring the parties into closer

harmony. Instead, they tended to emphasize the divergent

points of view. The diversity was to increase during the year.

In February 1943, General McNair expressed the Army

view that close-in support should be emphasized in joint

training because it wa: the form of cooperation that was the

hardes; to learn. He stated that close-in targets of oppor-

tunity "may not have the same importance or !eneral application

as planned targets designed to 'isolate the battlefield,' but

they ara the most difficult to coordinate andattack. If

close-in targets of opportunity can be attacked with air-ground

coordination, planned distant missions offer no particular

problem."2

In late 1942 the Army Air Forces requested, and the War

Department ordered,a joint board of air and ground officers

to reconsider current doctrine in the light of experience,

notwithstanding the reports of all the responsible Army

Ground Force commanders that the test of doctrine afforded

by the air-ground maneuvers of 1942 were inconclusive. Known

2 AGF memo for Chief of Staff, USA, 10 Feb 1943, sub:

Report of the Air Support Board, cited by Greenfield, p. 30.
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as the Air Sapport Board, it met beginning on 7 December 1942.3

Referring to the Air Support Poard, General i'IcNair

recommended that any proposed changed be tested before being

published. He restated his opinion that existing doctrine

had yet to be "field tested adequately due to personnel and

equipment deficiencies in air units participating in the

maneuvers of 1942."4

One of the recommendations of the Air Support Board

was that joint testing be held for both air and ground units.

Based upon this, General McNair drew up a test designed not

only to test ground uw:its in self-defense against air attack,

in recognition 6f aircraft, in identification to the supporting

air of themselves and of around targets, but also to test both

air and ground units in the methods and procedures of close-in

combat support. General McNair submitted the test to the War

Department, reco~mending that testing be directed for units

of both forces. He also appealed to General Arnold to con-

sider adoptinr: the tests.5

The Army Ground Forces, in submitting the proposed test,

had sought to avoid the stumbling block of doctrine by stating

3 AAF memo for ACofS, G-3, WD, 23NovL2, sub: Air Support
Doctrine; AGF memo for CofS, USA, 30 Nov42, sub: Air Support
Doctrine; AGF memos, G-3 to CofS, 22 Dec 42 and G-3 to CG,
9 Jan 43, sub: Report of Air Support Board, cited by Greenfield,
P. 32.

4 Par 6, AGF memo of 10 Feb 1943 cited in No. 2 above.

5 AGF memo, G-3 to CG, 9 Jan 43, sub: Report of the Air
Support Board, cited by Greenfield, p. 33; Memo of Gen. McNair
for CG, AAF, 23 Mar 43, sub: Air-Ground Training and Cooperation,
cited by Greenfield, p. 34.
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that "direct, close-in support against targets of opportunity

is stressed...not because it is believed that the major part

of air support will take this form, but because it is the most

difficult type to execute promptly and effectively." General

McNair, however, received no reply from the Air Forces for a

month. The Army Air Forces objected to the emphasis on close

support and the inclusion of call type missions. General

Arnold wanted to have the doctrinal issue settled first "by

mutual agreement," and then proceed to tests and training,

while General McNair wanted to get on with training, and let

doctrine grow out of experiences from training and combat.

The War Department eventually intervened and directed the

Army Air Forces to prepare a training program similar to

that of the Army Ground Forces. 6

During the rest of the year, the most serious practical

handicap in the training effort was still in the lack of

trained air personnel and sufficient planes for maneuvers.

The attitude of the Air Forces toward close support was also

to influence the adequacy of training. At a conference to

study the availability of aviation for training, an air

officer, Chief of the War Department Air Support Section,

stated that the "necessity for using close-in support at a

critical point where a concentration of the power of all arms

AAF memo for CG, AGF, sub: Air-Ground Training during

1943 Army Maneuvers, no date, c~ted by Greenfield, p. 34.;
War Dept. memo for CG's AGF, AAF, and Service of Supply, 2 Mar 43,
sub: Combined Air-Ground Training during 1943, cited by Greenfield,
P. 39.
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may be needed to advance the ground troops is recognized."

But, he argued with vigor that the occasion would seldom

arise, a prevalent view in the Air Staff. 7

RESULTS OF AIR-GROUN;) TRAINTNG IIT 1943

Progress in training was still largely handicapped by

shortages of men andequipment. However, cooperation of

ground and air officers in the field was markedly improved

during maneuvers. Perhaps the best joint training was con-

ducted in the California-Arizona Desert Maneuver Area. Joint

training of air and armored forces had been initiated in 1942,

and in January 1943, the 4th Air Support Command was placed

under the control of Army Ground Forces for the purposes of

combined training at the Desert Maneuver Area. 8

Ground commanders, particularly armored commanders,

sensitive to the demands of fast changing situations on the

battlefield, were interested in obtaining quick reaction

between air and ground. The problem was greatly complicated

by the fact that in 1943 the Army Air Forces, without giving

prior notification to the Army Ground Forces, equipped its

planes with V7F radio sets, which could not communicate with

sets standard for ground commanders. This effectively

7 Memo signed by Col. J. Lindsey and Maj. Roy Flannagan
for G-3 AGF, 2 Mar 4.3, sub: WD Conference on Air Support,
cited by Greenfield, p. 36.

8 AUA, 446o1, History of I Tactical Air Div, Tenn.
Maneuvers, 1942-43; AUA, 4601, Interim Report of I Tactical
Air Division, 26 April 1943; Maj. John Redding, "Prelude to
Desert Combat," Air Force, Dec 1942, pp. 23-34; Greenfield,
P. 41.
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blocked any communication except through air force channels. 9

As a solution to this problem, Major General Ernest

Harmon, commanding the 2d Armored Division in North Africa,

recommended that armored units be equioped with VHF sets,

and requested that he be furnished with these sets. Tests

were conducted at the Armored Center, and sets were flown

to North Africa. The Army Air Forces also instructed the

4th Air Support Command at the Desert TraiAi--g Center to

conduct test on direct communications with supported ground

forces. The tests were not co.:ducted until November 1913.

Nonetheless, this testing, in the absense of any similar

experience in the active theaters, was to orove useful. 1 0

In December, General McNair ias to write that

progress in air-ground traipsing was slow, and air-ground

cooperation had been a "paper battle" with the participants

going through the motions. When he wrote this, thirty-three

divisions still lacked aviation for joint training and test-

ing, twenty-one had not witnessed a recovnition demonstration,

and forty-eight had not participated in the fire power demon-

stration prescribed by the War Department. The Normandy in-

vasion was only six months away. 1 1

9 AGF memo, G-3 to G-4 and CofS, 6 May 1943 cited by
Greenfield, p. 74.

10 Greenfield, PP. 74-75; Par 18, memo for Col. Flannagan
of AGF, Aug 144, sub: G-3 Summary of Air-Ground Training Letters
and Memorandum, Apr 42-Augl4, c&ted by Greenfield, p. h2.

1 1AGF memo, CG to G-3, 2 Dec 43, sub: Combined Air-Ground
Training, cited by Greenfield,. pp. 42-43.
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FIELD MANUAL 100-20

FM 100-20, Command and Emrnloyment of Air Power, was

published by the War Deoartment on 21 July 1943. This

fourteen page manual is perhans unique in that the intro-

ductory paragraphs are in uDDer-case tvoe. They declare

that "LAND •0VPR ANT) AIR 30OPER ARE CO-EQUAL AND INTER-

DEPEN DENT FORCES; NEITTHER IS AN ATTXILIARv OF TwE 0TV-R,"

and that "THE CONT"?'L OF AVAILABLE AIR D0",R ,qUST BE CEN-

TRALIZED AND COMMAND 'vIUST BE EX-RCTS-D T 3rPOUGR TuE ATR FORCE

COM!MTANDER," subject only to the authority of the theater

commander. The theater or suoerior cormander w's forbidden

to "AT TACH AR`.Y{ AIR FORCES TO UITITS OF TqE GROUTTD FOCES...

EXCEPT tTE"T SUCH GROUUTD FOPCE UYlTS A E O'ERATTNG I YDEPEND-

ENTLY OR ARE ISOLATED BY DISTANCE OR LACTC OF COý,7JVTICATION., 1 2

The manual stated that the theater air Vorces would

include a "strategic air force" and a "tactical air force."

The mission of the "tactical sir force" would be carried

out in the following priorities: first nrioritv, "to obtain

and maintain air suoerioritv;" second oriority, "isolation

of the battlefield" by attacks on lines of communication;

and third priority, attacks on --round tar-ets in the battle

area. Third priority targets -Tere carefullv limited by state-

ments that they were difficult to control, the most exoensive,

the least effective, and concluded that "only at critical

1 2U.S., War Department, Field Manual 100-20, Command and
Employment of Air Power," (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1943), OP. 1-14.
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times are contact zone missions profitable. 1 3

The War Department published FM 100-20 without the con-

currence of General McNair. The Army Ground Forces looked

upon it as the Army Air Forces "Declaration of Independence,"

which rendered FM 31-35 obsolete. Unfortunately, it was very

general in nature and lacked the specific details necessary

to serve as a substitute.l4

The decisive impulse for the manual came when Mr. Lovett,

Assistant Secretary of War for Air, on 18 April 1943, had

invited the attention of General Marshall to General Montgomery's

"Notes on High Command in War," and pointed out that they

furnished material for a new statement of doctrine. Since

General Montgomery's experience with the British 8th Army

in the desert represented the first Allied success in the

employment of air and ground forces, portions of his "Notes"

were seized on as a conclusive expression of the principles

of air-ground cooperation in battle. The British methods

wore the authority of success.lS

FM 100-20 faithfully mirrored General Montgomery's

statement of principles concerning centralized control of

air. However, as will be pointed out later, it did not

faithfully reflect the true application of these principles

to actual organization and use of tactical air power as

empiloyed by General Montgomery in his campaign against

Field-Marshal Rommel.

1 3 Ibid., par. 15. lkGreenIfield, p. 48. 151bid. p. 47.
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The "tactical air force" had first appeared as one

element of the Northwest African Air Forces organized on

18 February 19[3. While the tactical air force as mentioned

in FAM 100-20 was designed to replace the air support command,

the air units working with the ground forces continued to be

called air support commands until the name was changed to

tactical air commands in 19 .16

General McNair expressed his concern with the new

organization by agreeing that while organization should

provide for concentration and flexibility, "invariably

centralized control by the air force commander...may not

always be the bVst set-up. Channels of operation may be so

extensive and difficult as to impair the essential team-

work between ground forces and supporting air forces.

The principles set forth in [the proposed reorganization]

create the impression of concern for the unity of the air

forces, and the precedence of their interests, rather than

a determination to participate in and promote the success...

of the ground action. J7

16 Brig. Gen. L.S.Kuter, "Air-Ground Cooperation in North
Africa, Air Force, July 1943, Fp. 4-5, 33; Greenfield, p. 51.

1 7 AGF, 1st Indorsement, 30 July 1943 to CG, AAF, on
AAF letter to CG, AGF, 8 July 1943, sub: Organization of
Army Air Force Reconnaissance and Photographic Aviation, cited
by Greenfield, p. 55.
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SICILY

The Invasion

The campaign in Tunisia ended on 10 May 1943. As early

as the Casablanca conference in January 1943, the month of

July had been chosen for the invasion of Sicily. The

invasion plan called for General Eisenhower to remain in

supreme command, with General Alexander (Br.) to command

the combined Allied around force to be known as the l1th

Army Group, which would include the British 8th Army

under General Montgomery and the American 7th Army under

General Patton. 1

The 7th Army was the first American army to appear

in the war, although, in the latter part of the Tunisian

campaign, 2d Corps had occunied field army status. While

nearly equal in strength to the British 8th Army in Africa,

2d Corps had retained its designation as a corns, operating

under British 1st Army for administrative purposes only.

Thus, in Sicily, for the first time, a complete American

1CGSC Library, 9LO-.421, USMA, Department of MAVE,
"Operations In Sicily and Italy," 19L7, D. 4, hereafter roferred
to as "Operations In Sicily and Italy;" COSCA, 13457, "Commander-
in-Chief's Disoatch--Sicilian Camnaign," 1943, pD. 1-A, here-
after referred to as Sicilian Dispatch.
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field army, in name as well as in fact, was to fight in the

field. 2

For the invasion, 7th Army was composed of 2d Corps, with

two divisions under General Omar Bradley, and a separate force

of one reinforced division under General L. Truscott. In

addition, the 82d Airborne Division was to be dropped inland

behind the beaches. 3

During the period before the invasion, the Allied air

arm, which remained virtually unchanged in organization

from that existing in Tunisia after 18 February 1943, struck

at lines of communication, air bases, and other targets in

Sicily and Italy in an effort to reduce the enemy's strength.

An especially heavy air effort was mounted to reduce the

Italian island of Pantelleria. The capture of this island

was felt to be advantageous since it would be capable of

supporting at least one fig:hter group on its airfield,

an important consideration since North African airfields

mere out of effective single-engine fighter range of the

invasion beaches. By the evo of the invasion, Allied air

strength in the Mediterranean was predominant.4

2 Gen. Omar Bradley, Soldier's Story (New York: Holt &
Co., 1951), pp. 72-73; Sicilian Dispatch, pp. 11-16;
CGSCA, 2657, II Corps, "ReDort of Operations in Northern
Tunisia," 15 May 1943, P. 3; Dexter, p. 3.

3 "Operations in Sicily and Italy," p. 5.

4 AAF, II, p. 445; Siciliain Dispatch, pp. 7-16.
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Air support for the 7th (U.S.). and 8th (Br.) Armies

was to be nrovided by Air Mlarshal Coningham's Northwest

African Tactical Air Force comoos'ýd of 12th Air Sunoort

Command, Desert Air Force, and the Tactical Pomrb3r Force.

This latter unit contained the medium bomber element of

Northwest African Tactical Pir Force.5

Planning for the invasion was handicao ed by the seo-

aration of headquarters and the fact that tVe air forces

were engaged in continuing onerations azainst Pantelleria

and else•vhere. Experienced air officers were kept on these

current ooerations, and air c-mmanders were reluctant to

assign reoresentatives aut`orized to make firm commiitments

for the Air Force since they would most likely be inex-

perienced in large scaole planning. Conseouently, while the

ground and naval nlanninq were fully coordinated, army and

naval couanders wer- to comnlain later that the air plan

w3s imorecise and unrelated to their own plans. 6

General ,ontgomery was to coirlain that Ins air

reoresentative had no authorltv and no experience in

air-ground ooerations, while the commander of the Desert

Air Force, the expert in workling with the 8th Army, who

5AAF, II, 417.

6 AUA, 101-37, Army Air F-rces "llstnrical Office, Partic-

ination of the Ninth and Twelfth Air Forces in the Sicilian
Camnaign, AAF Fistorical Study No. 37 (AAFHS-17), Nov 194T,
p. 177; Sicilian Disoatch, pp. 11-12; CGSCA, 2759, 7th Army,
"Notes on the Sicilian Camoa!an," 30 Oct 1943, o. 3 of unnumbered

annex.
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was to provide support for 8th Army in Sicily, remained vir-

tually unemployed. General Truscott, who was to command

one half of the 7th Army invasion force, never had an air

planner to assist and advise him. When repeated requests for

aerial photographic coverage of his assigned beaches were

turned down, he flew to make a personal apoeal to General

Doolittle for assistance. General Doolittle, who commanded

the Northwest African Strategic Air Forces, requested the

photo mission, and also placed a photo interpreter at the

disposal of General Truscott.

The final invasion plan provided for landings on the

southeastern tip of Sicily. This was a compromise plan

necessitated partially by the limited range of fighters

which would have been unable to provide support at more

distant beaches, and the desire to capture airfields early

in the invasion. 8 (See Figure 7)

Because fighter sorties would have to be made from

the distant bases at Malta or Pantelleria, strong fighter

support during the initial stages would not be possible

until airfields were captured on Sicily. The long range

fighters which had adequate range to cover the beaches

were to be used for escorting bombers striking at distant

targets. 9

7 B. Montgomery, Memoirs (New York: Signet, 1958), pp. 170-
71;Truscott, pp. 200, 2 0T.4; In contrast to the shortage of photos
for ground forces, over 500 photo missions were flown for the
Air headquarters (AAFHS-37, p.5 6 ).

8 AAF,II,922. 9 AAFHS-37, p.24.
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Air cover for the landing beaches was to be limited

because of the short duration aircraft would be able to spend

overhead. The plan called for continuous cover during the

first two hours after daylight, between 1030 and 1230, and

the last one and one-half hours of daylight. This plan was

not completed until after tV- convoys were at sea. Conse-

quently, ground commanders remained ignorant of when, where,

in what numbers, and under what circumstances they would see

their fighter protection. Sufficient fighters were located

in the theater, but the fields at Malta and Pantelleria were

limited in capacity, thus limiting the number that could be

employed for the hnvasion. Use of medium and heavy bombers

in support of ground forces was not planned unless the

situation became precarious or the enemy was in full retreat.

Instead, these units would concentrate on lines of communi-

cation. After D-Day, commanders could submit requests for

air support to a target committee in North Africa, but none
10

would be considered on less than twelve hours notice.

Air support parties accompanied each of the three

divisions of the seaborne force plus 2d Corps headquarters.

Headquarters, 12th Air Support Commnd (Advance) was aboard

a control ship, along with Headquarters, 7th Army. Also

aboard ships were radar units and a fighter control center to

control air operations until 12th Air Sapport Command could

move ashore. To request air support, air support parties at

1 0 Truscott, p. 205; AAF, II, p. 451; AAIHS-37, p. 105.
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division would forward requests to 12th Air Support Command

aboard the control ship. Approved requests would then be

ordered through 12th Air Support Command (Rear) at Cape Bon
11

Peninsula in Tunisia.

Two tactical reconnaissance sorties per day were to be

provided for General Truscott's force and four sorties for

2d Corps. These sorties were to be furnished prior to noon

each day until after the reconnaissance squadron was ashore,

when new arrangements would be made. 1 2

All landings were successfully accomplished against

light resistance by 0600 on 10 July. The first major

enemy counterattack took place on the morning of 11 July

when sixty German tanks broke through the .st Division

and threatened to surround part of the Division and to

wreat havoc on the beaches. After six hours of desperate

-fighting, the tanks were repulsed only 2,000 yards from

the beaches 13

AIR-GROUND COORDINATION ASHORE

No close air support missions were flown until D

plus 3 because of higher air force priorities. The enemy

air force had launched a series of bombing attacks on D-Day;

but by D plus 4, it was estimated that the enemy air strength

11AUA, 612.306, NAAF, Monthly Opns.Bulletin #9,Dec43,

1 2 AAFHS-37, pp. l05-107.

1 3 CGSCA, MN1035.5, 2d Corps, Report of Opns., Sept43,Pp.130-31
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had been whittled down to only forty per cent of its

pre-invasion strength. The fighter control center of 12th

Air Support Command moved ashore on 12 July. By 20 July

all squadrons of 12th Air Support Command were operating from

bases in Sicily.1l

By D plus 5, the Axis forces were withdrawing to the

northeast end of the island, fighting only a delaying action,

and seldom holding long enough to warrant bombing him out.

Air concentrated mostly on lines of communications to the

rear.15

In the final stages of the campaign, the air force

Provided air cover over several small scale amphibious

operations leapfrogging along the northern coast. The most

notable employment of close air support was in the attack

on Troina on 4 August. Here, the air commander had gone

forward to talk his planes on to the targets. While eight

and a half artillery battalions fired on enemy antiaircraft

positions, two waves of thirty-six fighter bombers dropped

500 pound bombs on enemy positions. This failed to dislodge

the well dug in Germans, and an air attack was scheduled for

the following day. The second air attack nearly ended in

disaster as the planes mistakenly bombed the headquarters of

the adjacent British 30th Corps.16

14"Operations in Sicily and Italy,"pp. 9-12.

15Bradley, p. 150; Greenfield, p. 80.

16 Bradley, pp.151-52; AAF, II, 469-472.
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A great step forward in control and coordination was

found in a 2d Corps experiment with mobile control parties

to control air strikes as had been done at Troina. Although

both Air Force and A-.my officers praised this method and

recommended further experimentation, its general acceptance

was not to come until some time later in Italy. 1 7

It can be assumed that ground commanders looked favor-

ably upon the complete domination of the air by Allied air

forces. Generals Patton, Bradley, and Truscott reported

afterwards that the major deficiencies in air support were

lack of air force participation in invasion olanning, low

quality personnel handling the communications in the air

support parties, the need for closer liaison, the impos-

sibility of getting air photos in time, and the need for

better control in conducting air strikes.1 8

Improvement in close air support was not commensurate

with the great increase in air superiority. The nature of

the enemy resistance did not prove a true test of the Do-

tentials of the air-ground team. This potential was hardly

explored. Nevertheless, the experiences aained during the

thirty-eight days of the Sicilian camnaign were to pave the

way for further improvements.

1 7 Bradley, 150; 7th A. Notes on the Sicilian Campaign,

pp. 1-12; AAF, II, p. 486; Truscott, pp. 200-205.

18 Bradley, pp. 116-17, 150-51; 7th A. Notes on the
Sicilian Campaign, p. 12, p.2(annex).



CHAPTER V

THE ITALIAN CA!PATGN

The Invasion

The selection of the invasion beaches for the invasion

of Italy, Operation AVALANCHE, was Rreativ influenced, as

was HUSKY, by the range of fiqhter aircraft. General Mark

Clark, wo was to lead the American Fifth Army in the invasion,

hoped to land close to Naples, but because of Air Marshal

Tedder's estimate of effective fighter range, the Bay of

Salerno, south of Naoles was selected for tle invasion. 1

Plans called for 5th Army, comnosed of U.S. 6th CorDs

and British 10th Corns to land on 9 Sentember. Air sunport

for 5th Army would be provided Drincinaliv bv 12th Air Supnort

Command. Again, Air Force planners ha-I concluded that close

air support bomb ing, other than that nreviouslv arranged,

would not be oossible due to prioritv of ai! forc3 missions

and to la-k of a forward airfield ashore. Olars called for

an early seizure of an ai-fie!d. 2 Ar supnort Darties were

scheduled to land with each division and vith 6th Cor1s

1 Gen. M.W.Clark, Calculated Risk (New York: Varoer 9' Bros.,
1950), p. 177; CGSCA, 6BE5, NWAAF, "Drovisional Outline Air Plan
for Operation AVATANCHE," August 1943, -. 3-

2 Ibid.; CGSCA, 116o6, Commanding Officer of the 7/9 Army
Air Support Comrnand, "Air Support Arrangements at Vq., Fifth
Army to Date," November 1943.

7L
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headquarters. Requests would be relayed to 12th Air Sunport

Command aboard the control shio, and missions would be ordered

from 12th Air SupDort Command (Rear) in Sicily.

The invasion forces went ashore on 9 Seotember. Allied

air superiority orevented any strong German Air Force inter-

ference. Due to a -iistake in shiooin: arrangements, no air

support parties were available at U.S. divisions or at 6th

Coros headquarters. This comolicated the oroblem of keeping

ground units informed of air reconnaissance re)orts, and

in turn, keepin7 air headqjuarters abreast of the zround

situation. As an innovation, tactical reconnaissance aircraft

called the air bontrol ship when returning from their missions.

This was an improvement over the orevious svstem of sending

information forward after the oilot hqi been debriefed at his

home airfield. Tactical air recornaissance missions were

carried out on a ore-arranged basis until D olus 3, when

Army and Air headquarters went ashore.

ESTABLISHMENT OF APT!" AIR SUP 0 OPT COcMIMAND

After going ashore, the G-3, 5th Army, and A-3, 12th

Air Support Command, agreed to exoeriment with the British

Air Support Control S7stem. An air suooort control of 12th

Air Su~oort Command was established adjacent to the G-3

section. Then the absent air suooort parties arrived or

D plus 4, these oarties now sent requests to Army instead

3 1bid.; AUA, Army Air Forces 7istorical Office, "Air Phase
of the Italian Campaign to 1 June 19hL," Army Air Forces Ref-
erence History No. 15 (AAFRH-15), 1946, p. 90.
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of the 12th Air Support C omand, for consideration.4

From D plus 4 to D plus 7, requests for attacks on

tar,:ets of' opportunity were not accepted froi air suoport

pDrties. TVe air force expl.ained that tns wqs because no

fighter bombers had been established ashore, and therefore,

pilots could -ot be orooerl-. briefed. During the crisis

on D plus 4 and 5, when the beachhead wa'7 nearly solit in

two by stron-- German attackýs, fiýhters were i-structed to

search out their own targets as close as possible to the

bomb line.5

On D plus 1, when communications with tentacles, the

British equivalant of air support parties, witb 10th Corps (Br.)

became unreliable due to operator difficulty, fighters on

patrol duty were armed with bombs, received instructions in

flight from the control center, dro)ped their bombs on assigned

targets, and then proceeded to Datrol duties. Although the

Air Force referredI to this as q "makeshift" arrangement

necessitated b;: the difficulty i4- aetting target information

back to Sicilia- bases, tarýots were se!'•cted, oilots briefed

in the air, and targets attacked in ten to thirty minutes.

This is in contrast to the normql -aethod which required four

hours to answer a request when the tarmet information had to

be relayed back to Sicilian bases. 6

4Memo., C.O. 7/9 Army Air SuDoort Command.

5Ibid.; Hq. Allied Central: Medl. Force, "ASC Arrangeme"'ts
for Opn. Avalanche," 25 Jan 144, cited by AAFRH-15., p. 160.

6 CGSCA, 16372.34, USAF Historical 7hiv., "Army Air Forces
ous" July I3, (USAFS-96), p.28.in Amphibiu Wandings in WW II,1 Juv15,(SFH_6. .8
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After D Dlus 7, the means of relaving results from

tactical reconnaissance missions reverted to the regular

procedure whereby information was relayed from air bases

to forward units upor the oilots' return from the iission.

To help speed up the relayir- of these re-orts on the results

of reconnaissance rnissio-s as well as to etPfect closer co-ord-

ination with all air force units, 12tb Air Sun-ort Coimand,

upon 5th Army request, ac-reed to accept liaison officers with

a-Drooniate communications at all 12th Air Support Co'mvand

airfields.
7

As a contiLuation of tha adoption of the British system

of close air support, 5th Army, on 7 October, desicnated

Ar"my oersonnel to be trained as an Army Air Support Control

(AASC) to be operated by all A-nmy oersonrel exceot for some

experienced A'r Force commmu-ications personnel loaned to

5th Army by 12th Air Su'pport Command. The Army Air Sunport

Comnand, which constituted the G-3 Air Section qt ýth Army,

would send Army liaison personnel to divisiors anti corps

headiua-ters and to various air u-it headsuarters. In effect,

when implemented, 12th Air Sunnort Comnmqnd would furnish no

liaison personnel below Army headquarters, and the G-3 Air

Section would replace the air sup)ort Darties and air support

control formerly furnished by the airs force. 8

7 Memo, C.O. 7/9 Army Air Support Command, pars. 5, 18.

8Ibid., pars 24-2 6 ; AUA,68o.45O, 5th Army ltr.to TAG,10MarI4,
sub; Org. for Air Support in 5th Army and inds. as follows:
1st Ind, C.*.,XII ASC, 10 Mar 1, 2d Ind., C.G., Twelfth Air
Force, 4 Apr 1914.
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The changeover did not take nlace immediately but after

a period of training for Army oersonnel to include exchange

visits with the Desert Air Force supporting the British 8th Arm).9

ADDTTICNAL SUPPORT DUTRING T'E INVASION

The air forces furnished other forms of sunport in

addition to the usual attack and reconnaissance missions.

On D plus 9, for the first time in the Eurooean war, a

fighter nlane (P-51) adjusted artillery fire on enemy

positions.10 D>iring the neriod D plus 3 to D olus 5, three

drops of paratroopers wer3 made to reinforce the beachhead,

then undergoir?, serious German counterattacks. 1 Aerial

photos were suoplied bh the North African Photo-Reconnaissance

Wing. However, since the wing's headquarters remained in

Africa during Seotember, there were delays un to fortv-eight

hours in delivery of ohotos to field units in Italy. Even-

tually, steos were takento correct this. Later in the cam-

paign, ohoto mosaics with a soecial grid reference system

were used with greit success fo- target designatio-n in calling

for artillery and air sunoort. 1 2

Prior to the invasion, General Eisenhower, supported by

Air Marshal Tedder, had requested attachment of additional

bomber forces or the temporary use of bombe" formations used

on the Ploesti raid, vhich were then in the Mediterranean area.

The request -vas turned down bv the Combined Chiefs of Staff

9 Memo, C.0., 7/9 AASC, pars. 24-25. 1 0 AAF, II, p. 530.

1 1 AAF, II, p. 533. 1 2 Memo., C.0., 7/9 AASC, par. 27.
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and by General Arnold, desnite Genera! Eisenhower's insistence

that without additional bombers, he "would be skating on very

thin ice in AVALANCHE.''1 3 The British, concerned over General

Eisenhower's air strenath, finally assigned three squadrons

of bombers for his use.l4

In the midst of the German atte-iots to snlit the beach-

head, when it was aooarent that the available bombers had

failed to orevent the assembly of units of six German divisions

around the landing forces, Genera! Eisenhower again requested

additional bomber suooort to strike the German lines of com-

munications. The request was also made due to his fear that

air strencth volald be further reduced by tle loss of large

numbers of air crews who were beinv rotated after the comoletion

of fifty missions. This time, additional assistance was

temporarily furnished.15

FIRST WTINTER TV ITALY

After the crisis at Salerno had passed, 5th Army moved

north and b7 the end of Sentember had caotured the nort

of Nanles and the airfield in the vicinity. The next objec-

tive vas Rome, more than 100 miles awav. Between lay miles

of rugrged mountainous country in which t)e Germans would take

advantage of numerous natural lines of defense.

By November, 5th Army faced the German winter line at

13AAF, II, p. 496. 141bid.

15CGSC Library, 9L0,5421, "0oerations in Sicily and

Italy," 1947, P. 39; AAFRH-15, chaos. v-vii.
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the entrance to the Liri Valley. The advance had 7rown

more and more difficult as the fall rains flooded streams and

raised havoc with movement. The German use of cover and

dugouts and the extremely rough terrain and inclement weather

were to reduce the effectiveness of the usual pattern of

air support.1
6

Generally, in the oreceding montbs, qir had concen-

trated on enemy lines of communications, bridges, railroads,

and troop concentrations, as the Germans withdrew. Patrols

were flown to defend against the occasional incursions by

enemy air. Air furnished reconnaissance and artillery sootting

missions. As the battle slowed to a snail's pace, lucrative

targets disappeared as the enemy dup in, camouflaged his

equipment, and moved his troons and vehicles only at night.

With the disasoearance of ranid movement, greater emrhasis

was placed on individual actions of týe divisions. While

the orevious air activity had assisted the ground forces,

there had been little coordination of this activity with

the division. To obtain the greatest assistance from air

support at the <vision level it would be necessary to locate,

attack, and destroy the now hard to locate tarzets. What

would be needed was a means of assisting the nilot in

distinguishing his target once it had been located by the

ground forces. This would be something in the nature of the

system tried out bv General Bradlev's 2d Corns in Sicil7;

.16 Ibid.



81

the use of an air controller who would be located forward

i 17where he could assist the Dilot in locatin7 the targ'et.

PRACTICAL STEPS TOWARD AIR-GROUND COOPERATION

The 5th Army and 12th Air Support Command were to work

out an arrangement durinc the fo!lowinc' months which was

less a system than certain prictical arrangements worked

out on the qround. While undoubtedly many individuals were

instrumental in impiementing this system, it anoears that

General Truscott, cornmanding the 3d Division, made im)ortant

contributions in this resoect.

General Truscott had oartici-ated in the North African

invasion where, at Port Lyautev near Casablanca, he had been

impressed by a close air support nission cortrolled by a

naval aviator with a radio mounted in a vehicle. The con-

troller had diverted the aircraft from a scheduled mission

and mnided them in locating and attackinc, enemy forces

blocking the advance of the 7round forces.lB

InItaly, deneral Truscott had frequently recommended

that air sunoort oarties be orovided to direct air attacks

on specific tarcets as the airolanes arrived over the division

area. The air for'ýe had been reluctant to assign qualified

oilots to this duty or to oermit other than qualified nilots

1 7 Truscott, pp. 278-279; Vemo. of Ass't. Sec. of War McClov
for Gen. McNair, 22 Dec 43, sub: Air-Ground Trainin- and Ooer-
ations, cited by Greenfield, p.7 7 .

18Truscott, op. 119-20; CGSCA, 8533, Gen. Truscott letter
to Maj. Gen. C. TruAsdell, 31 Mar PL5, sub: Develooment of Close
Air-Ground Supoort, hereafter referred to as Truscott Letter.
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to brief from the ground, nilots in the air. However,

on 23 October 1943, the Air Force agreed to try a forward

controller in General 1 ruscott's area and orovided a oartv

consisting of two pilots with air-ground coimunications. The

results of the test were enthusiastically oraised bv General

Truscott. However, nearly a year was to elapse before the

system came into general use. 19

In January 1914L, General Truscott landed with the

3d Division at Anzio. here, he was soon to be raised to

command the 6th Corps. As we shall see later, he was to

press arain for a means of close coordinqtion between air

and c-round. At' the time of Anzio, a division desirincr close

air suoport selected targets which it vished to have attacked

by air and submitted the list to the Army G-3. A committee

of Army and Air Force staff officers coordinated these requests

and allocated those which were anoroved to squadrons which

were to flV them. General ±ruscott conolained that divisions

usually did not know if tneir requests had been accented; and

since requests had to be made twelve hours in advance, there

was scarely any way to obtain air suoDort quickly in case of

need.
2 0

At 5th Army, the G-3 Air Section and the forward liaison

officers had suoerseded tle air suooort control and narties

visualized in FM 31-35. Fifth Army controlled all communications

1 9 Truscott, op. 279-80; Truscott Letter.

2 0 1bid.
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within the request system, relieving 12th Air Support Command

21of any requirement for contact below army headquarters.

Divisions had. to submit their requests to corps by 1500 hours.

Coros screened these and passed thosethat it anoroved to army

by 1600 obours. Here, the G-3 and G-3 Air drew uo the army

program and at 1900 hours presented it to anprooriate army

and air representatives. After tVe armv presentqtion, the

air A-3 decided whic&- missions would be flown an! issued

appropriate orders to particioatirLP squadrons. About 90%

of the missions flown in su-pport were planned missions with

the balance flown in resnonse to emergencv tyoe reauests. 2 2

Little allowanc e was made in the system for changes in the

situation or for calls on tarzets of opportunity.

ANZIO

The invasion at Anzio was launched on 22 January 19!d in

an attemot to force the Germans to withdraw froi the Gustav

Line. Landinq virtually unooposed, the attqckers soon bogged

down after the failure of the 5th Armv to break throuph the

Gustav Line. The Anzio force was soon restricted to the

beachhead and seriously threatened bv a swift builduo of

German troops anI armor which had the advantage of oositions

as well as numbers. German air activity picked uo, especially

durino the first and last hours of the day. This was caused

by the fact that t1'e fields of t1 e orot!ctive fighters were

21AUA, 68o.4501, 5thA. Training Memo. No.7, "Air Suooort
of Ground Operations," 9 Mar 1944; 5th Army letter to TAG.

2 2 Ibid.



more than 100 miles away, and the planes had to return to their

fields before dark. 2 3

Hitler ordered that the "abscess" at Anzio be eliminated.

On 16 February, elements of 10 divisions mounted a large

counterattack against the beachhead, threatening it with

destruction. The critical day of the counterattack coin-

cided with the onening of a olanned week of Strategic Air

Forces mass raids on Germany. General Clark and General

Cannon of the 12th anoealed for the full asqistance of the

l1th Air Force, the strategic air force in the M-editerranean,

since General Cannon felt that his force would be unable to

handle the situdtion. Desnite very unfavorable weather fore-

casts along the route to Germany, the available bombers were

solit between Anzio and t"'e raid on Germany. The force sent

to Germany did not get Dast the Ains because of the severe

weather conditions. At Anzio, the Germans threw in every-

thing they had; and the 6th Corns, with its back to the sea,

only narrowly averted a disaster.24

After the crisis had oassed, General Truscott was given

command of 6th Corns. He felt that while air attacks had

inflicted heavy losses unon the enemy in both nersonnel and

materiel, this air suno)oot had never been closely coor'9inated

with the operations of the qround forces. Air suoport, he

2 3 Truscott, p. 115.

24The 5lth Air Force had r equested that it not be required to

participate in the raid. However, Gen. Soaatz felt "that any
diversion of supoort from the land camnaimn in Italy would be
justified." Churchill informed Soaatz that hq wishd all avail-
able forces to suooort the beachhead. (AAF, III, 12-31, 158-59.)
In view of the slim mar.in by which disaster was averted, the
diversion does not appear to hqve been justified.
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believed, was the weak point in the beachhead ooeration. Unon

his complaint, an air officer w-s assigned to work with the

beachhead staff.25

General Truscott also comnlained that because 5th Army

and Air headquarters were more than 100 -iiles away, the

system of air sunport was cumbersome; and coordinati'-n was

difficult. He felt that the corDs must know what air

suooort would be allotted to it and when it would be avail-

able, information not nov available to corps. He a~reed that

air should decline attacks on unsuitable taraets, but he wanted

the aircraft to check with a "forwiard air-,round sunoort

control party" ýo that air attacks couli be diverted to

new targets. General 1ruscott's efforts to obtain a forward

controller were not entirely successful; and he was to say of

his efforts; "We fought a losing battle, for the Air Force

attitude continued to dominate air suonort Drocedure in the

Fifth Army. 126

General Clark and General Saville, commander of 12th

Air Supnort Com-iand, nronosed to shift all air suooort from

Anzio to concentrate on lines of communications. General

Truscott orotested and finally received a commitment, in

addition to defensive patrols over the beacihh:ad, for six

to eight missions daily for use orincioally against German

artillery out of range of the guns wit);n the beachhead. 2 7

2•Truscott, o. 354. 26bid., oo. 154-5.

2 7 Ibid.
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TRAINING ME:'ORANDUM NUMBER 7

On 9 March 1944, 5th Army issued Training Memorandum

No. 7 "to exolain the...existinr air suiooort doctrine, and

ooeration of Air Suoport as it anolies to the Fifth Army."'28

In this document, General Clark acknowledged the inde-

pendent role of air, and the "definite requirement for...

contralized control." He felt it would be "fatal to...dis-

sin-te the air resources into small nackets, nlaced under

command of division or corps commanders, wvth each packet

workinq on its own olan." An exception cited to this

nrinci,,le vas in the use of r-connaissance units. These

units would remain Dart of the Air Force; however, to exoe-

lite execution of reconnaissance missions, a corns G-2, at

times, could be authori7ed to transmit requests direct to

squadrons. The document went on to list in detail the

arrangements worked out since the Salerno landing. 2 9

CASSINO

The drive b7 5th Army to break through the Gustav Line

and to link uo with the forces at Anzio had boqed down in

front of Cassino. In an attemot to break the deadlock, an

air attack *vas ordered on the billtoo monaste-y on 15 February.

A much larger attack by nearly 200 medium and 275 he-vy

bombers was ordered for 15 M'Jarch. After tb.s air attack,

the hesitantly attacking New Zealand forces became bogged

2 8 5th Army Traininp Memorandum NTo. 7, "Air Suooort of

Ground Operations," 9 March 19LJ$., p. 1.

2Ibid., pp. 1-5.
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down in the resulting rubble and the enemy held. 3 0

The performance of the heavy bombers generally was

unsatisfactory. Due to several factors, bombing accuracy

and adherence to timetables were below nar. Seventy-five

Allied soldiers were killed and 250 wounded b- misdirected

bombs. The failure to keep on schedule gave t'-'e enemy

several periods of resoite up to forty minutes in length. l

Th.- performance at Cassino may have been the turning

Doint in the development of air-7round sirnoort. After the

attack, it was fully realized hoy absolutely necessary it

was for com)lete understandinp and cooperation between air

and ground forces.

After Cassino, General Eaker of the 15th Air Force and

General Cannon of the 12th Air Force, organi'ed the exchange

of officers between the air and ground forces. Exchange

visits were made for periods of one week to ten days. A

mutual understandir7 and resoect grew out of these visits,

resulting in a friendly coonerative snirit. Ground force

officers learned hotv to select targets for the Air Force.

Pilots learned to aornreciate the value to the ground fo-ces

of certain targets that oreviouslv had se=med incorsequential

to them.
3 2

3 0 AAF, III, p. 367.

3 1 AAF, III, 366-69; Clark, o. 110.

3 2 Truscott Letter.
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THE SPRING OFFEFNSIVE

With the return of good weather in May 19lI, 5th Army

launched a major offensive to link up with the forces at

Anzio and to push on to Rome. At Anzio, a forward controller

was used to control the air support in the breakout from the

beachhead.33

The system worked as follows: the forward controller

had communications wvith planes in the air, with the airfields,

with the artillery, and wit' the rround units being supported.

Fighter bomber missions we•2e brought into the area at

fifteen minute intervals. Each mission was briefed to attack

a predesignated target before leaving the airfield. When it

arrived in the beachhead area, the flight leader checked in

with the controller. In this way, if a new target had appeared,

the flight could be briefed while in the air and directed to

attack the new target.34

This system worked well for the first three days of

the offensive; but as the battle lines moved forward, the

controller could no longer effectively coordinate the activ-

ity. It was obvious that the forward controller had to be

supplemented with additional c-ontrollers able to move for-

ward with the advancing troops or to be augmented by an

observer in the air.35

3 3 Truscott Letter. 34 Ibid.

35Ib i d.



89

FOURTH CORPS EXPERIMENT WITH HORSEFLY

In the advance on Rome, 4th Corns had experimented with

the use of an airborne controller to dir-ct su-norting planes.

On 20 June a fighter !rouD was pliced in close support of the

1st Armored Division to further imorove Unor this exnerience.

Radios were installed in an L-5 liaison tmrne nlane which

would enable an air officer, who would nilot the aircraft, and

an Armny officer, usually an artillery officer from the suoported

ground unit, to commvunicate with aircraft in fli ht, with the

sunported ground unit, with suoporting artillery, and with

the Army Air Surnoort Party on the zround. in turn, the

Army Air Suoort Party with the around unit established

radio contact with the fighter airfield and the Army Air

Suooort Control at 5th Army headiuarters. 37

The test soon proved to be very successful; qnd by

28 June, four L-5 planes were anpropriately equinoed with

the necessarv radios. The ton surface of the wings was

painted yellow, white, blue, ani red for eas:r identifica-

tion; and the planes were designated "Forsefiv Yellow,"

"White," etc.. In July this method of operatior was

extended to include the whole corns.38

ROVER JOE

The 7round controller system used at Anzio eventually

3 6 CGSCA, 3836, Hq., IV CorDs, Ltr. to C.,. IV Corns, sub:

Reoort on Close Air Support of the 1st Armd. Div., 15 Aug 4,.

3 7 ibid. 3 8 Ibid.
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evolved into the "Rover Joe" svstem of close air suooort.

Rover Joe was based to an extent on the "Rover David"

orinciple used in the British Fighth Army, that is,

the 3rovision of air suooort in a far quicker and more

accurate form than was possible by the then existing means

of tentacles (air sunport oart-4, air sunoort control, and

rear links (liaison officer at iir force airfields).

Rover David vas intended to be located well forvard1 with

the controller havi•nr mood observation and good ground

to ground and cround to air communications. In the

British use of the s-y tem, it was intended that it be used

to give the lat est information about forward troons with

the oossibility of directing the pilot to a new target.

With the American units, there was a greater tendency to

use the system to maile the aircraft to the tarqet as

well as aiv2.nc the oilot new information or divertino

him to new targets. 3 9

A Rover Joe unit was comoosed of Air Force nilots,

usually squadron leaders, Army Air Support Officers, and

coimmunications personnel and equinment necess-ry to nro-

vile the air to ground and ground to 7round conmunications.•0

3 9 CGSCA , 5534, "Rover Joe", Variations of the system
were known as "Pineao.le," and "Cab Rank;" CGSCA, 122L3,
II Corns, "Report on Air-Ground Liaison," 1- June 1945,
op. 12-13; C3SCA, 11735, Reoort of Col. A. Sarders, "Coord-
ination of Various Arms," 16 July 19LJ5; see also "Coordination
of Various Arms," 2 Auuist 19)'5.

4OIbid.
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" "Jeeps" with radios viere made available to divisions for

deployment to regiments or battalions in the line. These

radios communicated with the ridio in the Rover Joe van.

A Rover Joe van had the necessary radio equioment to relay

instructiins and t' maintain communicati ns ývitl aircraft in

flight, with Fifth Armyr Air Sunoort Control, ard witb the

aoorooriate corns or livision head uarters. Through this

svstem ra-oid all around communications were established between

all interested parties. Army tir Sunnort Control was keot

informed of the status in the forward area bv Rover Joe and

in turn keot Rover Joe informed on information gathered from

the airfielis in the rear.Ll

As the nrocedure continued to develoo, the G-3 and

A-3 at 5th Army headquarters decided at the daily air

meeting on the number of missi-ns and their times of arrival

over each Rover Joe unit. Normally missions consisted of

four aircraft, at times six or eight, scheduled to arrive

at týirty minute intervals over the neriod of oneration.

Aircraft arrivinR over the forwvard area renorted in to

Rover Joe and were briefed on targets to be attacked. 2

The results were exceedingly qood. Through this

system, battalion conmanders requested and received support

in as little as fifteen minutes. Accurqcy was excellent.

It was only natural that the Rover Joe and Horsefly systems

were to be eventually combined to take alvantage of both

a ground and air controller. W'hen all oersonnel became

411bid. 42 Ibid.
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thoroughly trained in the system, it was mo-st effectiv-e7. Air

_tpport was Drovided andI co-trolled in tP-is manner until the

end of tie Italian camn~ai~n.43 (See Firure8.

IMPIRCVEM-EYT PT ?IT40TO1"9A--1TTC SUID')&T

After the seizure of N'an)les,, the 119diterranean Allied

P.:hotozranh)ic-Reconncaissaince WIncl- bergmi tallinp, manv Dohoto-

granbs f-ýr selection of air a-1 qround tsr~ets. Dhotogranhic

covera7 for the Anzio larnirp was the best ever furnrshed.

By late l941ý thq use of Toh:)t)clrao-hs for the selection of

tar--ets was w-.ll advanceid in 5th Ar.'nv where a t~ar~et section

had been set un to coordinate thýe selection of ta-rrets by

means of qround observration andI aer-il *ohotozranhv. As

soon as air ohoto~ra-ohs were nr'ocessed, arrmy interpreters

examined the pictu:-es fo)r intellirrence. Photor~raohic missions

were flown daily, weather perni ttlng. '0hýot-oranhs were then

furr*shed down to divisions for thýeir use in olanning, and

tarret analysis. A coi.-,rion ý-ri1 syste-?l was adon+-ed for

use with, thie phot-:zranhs. Thiis resul~ted in incýreased

acc~uracy an-9 sneed of enrraement of targets by both artillery

and air. 4

431bid.

44AUA, 68o.11.50, :Aediterranean Allied A~ir F-)rce, Ltr.
to C.G., U.S. Armyv Air Forces, sub; Air-Ground Procrcdure for
Joint OpDerations, 2 Sent LA; Mediterranean Allied Air Force,
Annex P, t'ODprations in Suoport of Shingzle,"1 cited by
AAF, III, 3L6.
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CHAPTER VI

EUROPEAN TFEATER

Invasion 1lans

The Earopean Theater was to witness the commitment of

the largest assemblage of American forces in the war. A

few months after the invasion, the force in •>1rone was com-

posed of four armies controlled b-T two army grouns, suniorted

by the most oowerful sinle tactical air force envaced on any

of the world's battle fronts. Wherý eighteen months before

in Africa, the number of squadrons sunnorting the pround

forces could have been countei on one hind, the air suooort

plans for the American forces oarticioatinq in the invasion

of France called for ninety fiahter squadrons over the
1

beaches 4ith thirty-three to be held in reserve. Cooper-

ation sould not be lacking for want of airolanes. With the

invasion and the sweep across France, air-around teamwork

would develoo with consoicuous and increasing success.

The 9th Air Force was designated as the air unit with

the primary mission of oroviding assistance to the amohib-

ious landing and cooneration with the arouni armies in

IOVERLORD Tactical Air Plan, nars. 89-90 and Annex 9
cited by Craven, W.F., and Cate, J.L., Army Air Forces in
World War II. Vol. III: Argument to VI Day (Chicago: Univ.
of Chicago Press, 1948), n. 119.
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their subsequent sweeo into the heart of Germany. Prior to

the invasion, the 9th was en7qaged nrincioally inicontinued

annihilatior of the German Air Force and destruction of the

German lines of communicqtions in France.

With FM 100-20 givinR little concrete guidance on air-

groind organization, the Armv, in orenarinq its olans for the

invasion, had studied the organization and orocedures em-

ployed by the 5th Army in Italy. The system adooted showed

the influence of both FM 31-35 and the 5th ArmV system. The

ar-y headquarters and the headquarters of the cooDeratinp

tactic9I air command wvuld be locited adjacent to each other.

A combined oneiations center would be established to bring

together the air staff and the G-2 Air and G-3 Air under the

same roof. Both combat and reconraissance requests from

subordinate units would be consolidated for oresentation at

a daily planning conference. Ground liaison officers were

to be stationed at airfields. Tnstead of tl'e system used in

Italy where rround liaison off'•ers from army headquarters

acted as air advisers at corps and divisions, "G-3's Air"

were established on the staff of tl-'ese units. An air officer,

heading an air support nartv, would serve as adviser and

liaison officer at coros and divisions. The outstanding

difference was that the air forces were resoonsible for

air-ground communications below army headiuarters, t",e same

method orescribed in FM 31-35. In Renaral, army assumed less

of the b.rden for coooeration. 2

2 Greenfield, o. 87; CGSCA, 7577, 1st USA Reoo-t, 6 Aug LJ4.
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To test supoorting fires, and to check communications

for the invasion, a full-dress rehearsal was scheiuled for

28 April 19L14. General Omar Bradley, who woull lead the

invasion troops, and Lieutenant Generqa TLeVis Brereton,

who had served on the defense counsel staff dirin, the

trial of General Mitchell, an-9 who was now the commander of

the •th Air Forceý, observ-•d the rehearsal. 1,Then the air

mission that was to have bombed the beaches failed to an pear,

General Bradley was to observe that General Breret'n had

seemed stranrgely unconcerned with the failure of his air

mission.3

General BEadlev was to write later that "if our nre-

invasion confidence in air sunoort were to be measured by

the indifference shown us in 7nrlaqrd bv the Ninth Tactical

Air Force, wve would have sailed on the invasion with mis-

givIngs. Part of our uneasiness steiied from the brush-off

we experienced at the hands of Brereton himself, for In

attemoting to oin him down on air-,ro'ini traIinc, I was told

his air force was then too he vily committed in the air battle

for France. Certainly if he wa, asA, re of our urgent need for

combined trainina with air, he !ave no evidence of it.''4

3 Bralley, op. 2LL7-68; Lewis V. Brereton, The Brereton
Diaries (New York: W. Morrow 1- Co., 19L6), o.

4Bradlev, op. 248-49; Gen. Brereton wrote that the nre-in-
vasion ooeration interfered with olans for traintng, and it
was only after an intensive Deriod of combat that air-7round
coordination reached a decree of effectiveness (Brereton, p. 105o.
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If General Bradley's forces were to go into France

almost totally untrained in air-ground cooDeration, after

he arrived in France he soon realized that he had an offset-

ting advantage in Major General Elwood Quesada, Chief of the

9th Tactical Air Command, which would be in direct supoort

of General Bradley's 1st Army. General Bradley was to des-

cribe General Quesada in this way: "...he helped more than

anyone else to develop the air-ground support that was to

speed us so successfully across France....He succeeded

brilliantly in a task where so many airmen before him had

failed....Unlike most airmen who viewed ground support as

a bothersome diversion to war in the sky, Quesada approached

it as a vast new frontier waiting to be explored.''5

Air-ground cooperation was to take a great step forward.

General Bradley's invasion force consisted of two corps

with three seaborne divisions and two airborne divisions.

A total of fifteen air support parties were furnished by

9th Air Force, with one scheduled to land with each regi-

mental combat team. All requests for air support would be

transmitted through command channels or through air support

parties to a headquarters shiD located off the beaches. 6

5 Bradley, p. 250.

6 USAFHS-96, p. 92; CGSCA, 7577, Ist Army Combat Operations

Data, p. 10; AAF, III, p. 548; CGSCA, 10753, 12th Army Group
Air Effects Committee, "Effect of Air Power on Military Oper-
ations," 1945., o. 144, hereafter referred to as "Effect";
CGSCA, 11231, 1st Infantry Division, Annex 11, "Air Support
after H-Hour," Field Order 35.
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From the ship, the request would be relayed to General

Montgomeryts 21st Army Group operations room located in

England. There they wiuld be passed on to the Air Force

combined operations room, all through a highly complicated

communications system.

D-DAY

A heavy air bombirdment of the beaches by bombers

scheduled for minutes before the arrival of assault boats

had questionable effect as the weather was overcast and

safety precautions were perhaps excessive, causing the

main concentration of the bombs to fall from a fey hundred

yards off target up to three miles inland. 7

The air control center in England rec ived thirteen

requests for air support on D-Day. Unavailabilitr of air-

craft, weather, or the aoDroach of darkn~ess caused five of

these requests to be r'fused. The remaining eight led to

eleven missions, including one call for an artillery adjust-

ment mission. Since the air support parties ashore were not

acting as controllers, pin point attacks were not feasible;

and a bomb line had to be irawn well inland. One day's

experience with the control mechanism for air support showed

that it was too complicated to provide speedy support.

Accordingly, the plan for the following day was revised to

the extent that air alert aircraft were placedc2 at the disposal

of the air controller aboard t'e headquarters ship located

7 AAF, III, p. 192.
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off the invasion beaches. 8

Continuous armed reconnaissance flights were maintained

over the beachhead on D plus 1. The headquarters ship

directed attacks on specific targets in only two reported

cases. The balance of targets were attacked on the initi-

ative of squadron commanders. Requests fo- attacks on

specific targets were limited by the fluid situation and

the difficulties with communicati ns. Nonetheless, the

air was kept free of German airplanesj and whenever

possible, air continued its close support of the ground

forces.
9

Air support for the beachhead was greatly facilitated

when control facilities were established in France. On

1' June, 9th Tactical Air Command and ist Army ?stablished

a joint operational air-ground headquarters in Normandy.

Starting 18 June, 9th Tactical AIr Co~mand Advanced

Headquirters assumed major responsibility for direction of

air support. Since requests from divisions and corps were

now processed immediately i1 the c-cmbined air-ground oper-
10

ations section, close air support became much more effective.

All of the problems of air-gro'ind cooDerati-'n were not

now solved. In the early stages, ground conmanders requested

8 AUA, 101-36, AAF Historical Section "9th Air Force

Activities, April-November 1944," (AAFHS-3ý), 195t, p. 79;
USAFHS-9b, p. 10d; AAF, III, 194.

9AAF, III, 197.

10lst Army Combat Operations Data, p. 10; USAFHS-96, p. 110.

L
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missions that air commanders regarded as unprofitable, and

pilots mistakenly bombed and strafed troops. Ground commandbrs

complained about time lags in answering requests, and air

commanders complained about the lack of sufficient infor-

mation in army requests. However, each successful engage-

ment involving air-ground teamwork taught lessons, and both

members of the team learned rapidly.

ORGANIZATION AND CO"VAND SYSTEM

By October 1944, the American ground forces in France

consisted of the 6th and 12th Army Groups. The 6th was

composed of the 7th Army in addition to French forces. The

12th Army Group was composed of the 1st, 3d, and 9th Armies.

The 9th Air Force, composed of a bombardment division of

medium bombers, and three tactical air commands, provided

the air support for the 12th Army Group. The 9th, 19th, and

29th Tactical Air Commands of the 9th Air Force furnished

support for the 1st, 3d, and 9th Armies respectively. When

7th Army invaded southern France in August, *12th Tactical

Air Command (formerly 12th Air Suo)port Command) from Italy

furnished air support for that force. On 15 September,

having linked up with 12th Army Group, 7th Army and French

Army B were placed under control of 6th Army Group. In

November, the 12th Tactical Air Command and the French

First Air Force were organized under control of the First

Tactical Air Force (Provisional) which supported 6th Army Group. 1 1

1 1 AAF, III 437, 45o, 597.
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The air-ground organization of the 7th Army was conied

from the 5th Army. Within the 12th Army Grouo, the armies

generally followed the system established by the 1st Army.

However, as the systems continued to develoo, the nrocedure,

organization, and eouiDment reflected the battle exoeriences

of the units rather than any standard orocedure. As an

exam31e, by November 1944, the number of officers assigned

to the G-3 Air sections exclusive of qround lia1son officers

ranged from four in Ist Army to nine in 3d Army. 1 2

Generally, each of the tactical air commands, exclusive

of 12th TactiLcal Air Comiand, was assigned a variable number

of fighter bomber grouos-normallv four to six rrouos-but

with the actual count at anv one time deoendin7 unon the

importance assigned to tVe current ooerations of the armies.

With a shift of emohasis in grouni strategy, tVe 9th Air

Force transferred units from one commani to another. It

also combined the fighter bombers of the several tactical

air commands to meet critical situations when they arose.

In addition to fighter grouos, each command eventually had

either a ohoto-reconnaissqnce qroun or tactical reconnaissance
13

grouo assigned.

1 2 AAFHS-36, oo. 338-4O; CGSCA, K94)-Tg-66, 6th Army Groun,

Final Re-ort, G-3 Section, 1 July 19•Lý, Chbao. lii; CGSCA, 104b61,
9th Army, "A Study of Air-Ground Coooeratior," lOL5; CGSCA,
12881, The General Board, Studv No. 5L, "The Tactical Air Force
in the ETO," 146, Section 5; CSCA, 11675, 17q., ETC, Immed-
iate Reoort No. 1, 20 November 19)4.

13AAF, Ill, 597-98.
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The main function at the army grouo-air force level

was to insure joint planning of the overall air effort, es-

pecially long range or special oroject olannin7, to determine

Driority of effort, and to coordinate the emolovment of the

bomber units of the tactical air force or the heavy bombers

of the strategic air forces. Since the actual tactlcal con-

trol of air and ground units took plice at the army-tactical

air comriand level, the greatest coordination was effected at

their combtnei ooerations centers.l4

To effect coordination at loNer, tactical air

liaison officers headinq air sunport oarties were furnished

to corps and di'visions. Nnrmallv, two air officers were found

at a corDs. With the corns G-3 Air, they coordinatel air-ground

activItv, forwarded consolidated olanned requests, monitored

immediate requests, and keot division air sunoort oarties

informed of air activitv. The air liaison officer at division

level worked with the G-3 Air in the cise of armored divisions,

or with an assistant G-3 who handled air matters in the case

of an infantrv division. The air liaison officer at division

advised on air matters, relave d requests fo- air, and used

his mobile communications to control missions from the around.

Eventually, additional aiq controllers were furnished to

divisions, esnecially armored livisi')ns, to control air

operations at multiole noints vfithin the division area.

14CGSCA, MIILf5-HT6, 12th Army Grouo, "Renort of 0oerations,"

Vol. V, Dn. 20-21; 6th Army Groun, Final Reoort, G-3 Section,
1 July 1945, Charter 14; 12th Army Groun Air Effect Committee,
"Effect of Air Power on Military 0oerations," 1945, Chan. V.



i104
Controllers were even furnished as low as bqttalions for

special operations.

Within the 6th Army GrouDo-lst Tactical Air Force

system, the army staffs did not olqce their air sections in

the resnective air command headquarters. Instead, they used

liaison officers to coordinate activities. Another difference

lay in the army onerational control of all air-Fround commun-

ications below army level. While 7th Army also usel forward

air controllers on the ground, it tenied to make 2reater use

of "Horsefly" which had been perfected in Italy. Yowever,

by 19L45, there was little difference betyeen the 6th and 12th

Army Groun systems.

INVASION O-P SO1TTHE9N PRANCE

Sevmth Army had entered Eurooe in the invasion of

southern France. This invasion was the last major a-iohib-

ious oneration in Eurooe. Operation DRAGOON, launched on

15 Augist 19-4A, was suooorted by 12th Tactical Air Co~mmand

reinforced by RAF units. Because of the sad state of the

German Air Force, it was unnecessqrv to stage a major

counter-air program. 1 7

Elements of 7th Army and accomoaryin- French forces were

successfully landed by sea and air avainst lirht resistance.

As a result of lessons learned at Salerno and Anzio, offensive

fighter bomber missions were contro!led from control shins off

lIbid.; Charles McDonald, Siegfried Line Camoaign Deoartment

of the Army (Washinqton: Government printing Office, 1963),D. 287.

1 6 General Board, Study No. 54, -. 7. 1 7 AAR, 1II, 415-20.
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the assault area, and by controllers who landed with the

amphibious and airborne forces. The airborne force used

gliders to carry forward controllers with their vehicles

and radios into the airheads. The system of control worked

effectively, permitting full use of aircraft by diverting

them to more lucrative targets when necessary, and at the

same time protecting Allied troops from being accidentally

.bombed during the fluid ground operations. The use of

forward controllers also proved very effective in the pursuit

up the Rhone Valley when the rapid movement caused commun-

ications to break down between forward units and rear head-

quarters, preventing effective coordination of air and ground

action at the higher levels.1 8

FIGHTER BOMBERS

In the summer of 1944 the fighter bomber was to come into

its greatest prominence. In North Africa, the British and

the Americans had tended to depend upon the light bomber for

delivery of bombs in rendering close support. Fighter planes,

while used for strafing, were geared for use against other

aircraft. The German fighters had always been capable of

delivering bombs and were used effectively in that role.

By 1914, Allied use of fighters as fighter bombers was to be

rapidly advanced. In England, General Quesada had

1 8 CGSCA, 13.45, History of the 64th Fighter Wing, Chap.14;

Truscott,. pp. 398-99; CGSCA, 12187, Annex 3, "Force Landing
Table and Order of Battle," Field Order 5, Operation DRAGOON,
Aug 1944; CGSCA, 7976, Annex 8, "Air Support," Field Order
53, Operation DRAGOON, August 1914.
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experimented with heavier and heavier bombs on his fighters,

even the RAF Spitfire, to the dismay of the British. Eventually,

he hung a pair of 1,000 pound bombs on his P-47 fighters.19

The growth of the effectiveness of supporting aircraft

went hand in hand with the increased effectiveness of coordin-

ation and control being developed between the air and ground

forces. The ability to closely coordinate the supporting air

permitted timely, accurate delivery of support at the place

where it was needed most. Having achieved air superiority,

the tactical air force was virtually free to concentrate on

second and third priority missions (interdiction and close

support). By the end of the campaign in Europe, 33% of the

fighter bomber sorties of 9th Air Force had been expended in

the close support role and 45% on interdiction. The con-

tinued participation by the tactical air force in these

missions over the front assured the maintenlance of air

superiority without loss of close cooperation. Fighters

could jettison their bomb loads and accept or force combat

upon the German Air Force when the occasion arose. 2 0

Three types of fighter bomber operations were to be

particularly effective, resulting in more rapid progress of

the armies. These operations were armed reconnaissance,

column cover, and request missions. Their use helped to

1 9 AUA, 512.72312-23, "The Luftwaffe, Air Suoport Orzani-
zation Tactics and Techniques,. 2 June 43; Asher Lee, The
German Air Force,(New York: Harper A Bros., 1946), p. 2-0;
Bradley, P. 337.

2 0 "Effect", PP. 38-14, Plate 2.
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overcome the deficiency in procedure which prevented close

integration of air and ground effort at the division and lower

levels by concentrating the coordination at the army-tactical

air command level. Through these procedures, coordination was

decentralized.

ARMFD R:CO0TNAISSANCE

In this type of operation, fighter bombers searched

to the front and flanks of the ground forces for targets of

opportunity. These fighter bombers would check in -vith air

support party officers before starting their search to de-

termine if any targets were available in the area. The planes

could also be recalled and diverted from their armed reconnais-

sance mission to attack newly discovered tarrets on the front

of corps and divisions. While this was not a new theory, the

procedure was refined and developed to a high degree of

efficiency. A variation of this type operation was the pro-

tection of týhe exposed flank of General Patton's 3d Army on

its wide sweep across France in August 19i1 4 *by elements of

19th Tactical Air Command. This flank protection by an air

unit was so successful that General Arnold took particular

pride in reporting it to the Secretary of War. 2 1

2 1 "Effect," pp. 40-41; CGSC Library, M9405-G73, Gen.

H. Arnold, "Report of tl-e Commanding General of the Army Air
Forces to the Secretary of War," 27 Feb 1945, P. 30; General
George Patton, War as I Knew It (Houqhton Mifflin Co.,
Cambridge, Mass. 1947), pp. 99, 108; CCSCA, 3613, AGF Immed-
iate Report No. 46, "Air Support of an Armored Column,"
3 Sept 1944; CGSCA, 6063, Memo for ACofS, G-3, AGF 12 Jun 44;
Other references include CGSCA documents number, 5A72, 7320,
7576, 7954, and 10958.
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CO LU)MN COVER

SThe second tyoe of mission was column cover. In the olans

for the breakout from the Normandy beachhead to be made by

armored and mechani7ed columns on 26 July near St. Lo, General

Bradley and General Quesada agreed to t-v a forward controller,

to control air strikes, from a tank equiooed with a V. Fround

to air radio. Before the attack bnlan, bet-veen ten and four-

teen tanks in everv division were eouiooed with amoronriate

radios. Flights of four aircraft would hove" over the head

of each attacking column, ready to attack on reiuest, to warn

of htAden oposition, or to eliminqte delavini forces. With

this ever preseht air cover, obstacles which miight have taken

hours to surmount were eliminated in minutes. The heart of

the oneration lay in the radio dialogue between pilots and

the tankers. "I am receiv~na fire from an enemy tank nearby,"

a tanker wo'ild reoort; "can you ,et him?" "I'll make a try,"

the pilot -ould renly, "but you're too close for me to bomb

safely. Back uo a short distance, and I will go after him."' 2 2

It was simole qnd it was effective.

The mission of column cover was orincioallv associqted

with armored or mechani'ed thrusts. The overhead flights

served both to run interference against ground opoosition and

to orotect the column against air attack. The amount of

2 2 Martin Blumenson, Breakout and Thirsuit, Denartment of
the Army (Washington: Government 3rintinq Office, 1961), no.
133-35; Fradley, )o. 337-38; C`ISCA, 7577, 1st Army, Air Sunoort
Reoort, 6 Aupust 19h4, Section 1; "Effect," on. 41-i)-2.
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column cover varied with the qround situation, how fast the

front was moving, the nature and strength of enemy defenses,

the avaflability of aircraft, and tle amount of enemy air

oooosition. Flights of from four to twelve aircraft were

nor-nallV provided, with t1-e flip.ht remainin.z with t~le column

until relieved by another flight, thus assuring, continuous

cover duringr lavlight. The introduction of more air suooort

oarties at division level in Id Armv soon enlianced the effec-

tiveness of close suooort everywhere as more and more forward

controllers weren mide available to all army units. 2 1

RECrUEST MTSSIONS

The third general tvye of air suooort was the use of

request or call t ;oe missions, the nrocedure of furnishing

support to meet unforeseen circumstances. Planned air sunoort

missions were orovided for in tVe daily conference at the

combined air-grouni center. Dur'nq mobile obases of onera-

tions, support was more or less furnished automatically by

column cover. Durinc, neriods when orofress was relatively

slow, lower units had to submit their requests before olans

for the following da-T could be fully develonei. Cnnsequently,

com)lpte integration of air and qround effort was not always

possible, and request missions were numerous for attacks a~ainst

enemy stronq ooints, dua-in infantry, dur-in tanks, and

artillery. It was here that the Prounl force desires came

2 3 Blumenson, nn. 333-34; Patton, 1. l8; AAF, 1II, 240,

245; "Effect," o. 194.
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into shard conflict with several concents of the Air Force.24I

The Air Force felt that fighter bombers should not be

used on targets within the ranve of 7round artillerv. Ground

force commanders agreed w..tb this concent but felt that it

should not be an inflexible rule. it soon became apparent

that each request had to be considered •'om all anqles

rather than denied on the arbitrary rule that targets were

vithin the range of artillery.2@

Another ooint of conflict was the use of air alert or

ground alert aircraft. Previous air force corcents hqd held

that this wis inefficient. This conc-nt was molified by

several developments, irlclulina the recognition that eff-

iciency "!as measured not just in the number of sorties flowvn,

but in the delivery of the required suoport at the orooer

olace and time. The use of air alert airc-aft was onrticularlv
26

effective in the attack on Brest and other fortified areas.

The diversion of aircraft fr',m an air recrnnaissance or

air alert mission to a close suDoort mission, guided by a

forward cortr-0ller, cut down the delay time involved in

furnishin7 suonort. A bonus effect wqs received from air-

craft vhich remained over the front lines on air alert, be-

caus- they caused enemy artillery to remnqr silent for fear

of detecti.-n. Keepinq aircraft on qround alert until

"2L"Effect," oo. L2-44. 25Tbid.

2 6 B!urnenson, o. 333; T~ute-, o. 2; 1st Army, Combat

Operations Data, p. 11; CGSCA, P780)A-15, 1st Army, "Re-port of
Ooerations," 23 Feb-8 May !945,'p. 90; CGSCA, 3768, AGF,
Immediate Reoort No. 65, 26 Seotember l9!IL.
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needed conserved wear on olanes and nilots. 2 7

Flexibilitv and centralized control was not reduced

by use of the systems described above. The use of ground

controllers in conlunction with air alert and 7round ale-t

aircraft did not curtail the ability of fighter control

centers to resume control over all aircraft Dractically
28

instantaneouslv when necessary.

PHOTOGRADTC AYTD V'STTAL CTTTSS•1CE

The Drovision of visual r-connaissance was hindered bv

the shortage of reconnaissance units anr the shortcomings

of the aircraft used for this tvye mission. The necessarily

hTgh soeed reconnaissance aircraft w,-re not 9esiqned to

carry an observer. The oilot, recuired to fly and observe,

was unable to devote his efforts fullv to ratherinp infor-

mation. 
2 9

The ground forces advocated the allocqtion of tactical

reconnaissance missions to corns, a system which would re-

quire the majority of the visual reconnaissance effort of the

2 7 AAF, III, 26L; AGF Immediate Re-oort ro. 65, 26 Sent .

2 8 CGSCA, ll675, Hq., ETO, Immediate Renort No. 1, 20 Nov ,

P. 6.
2 9 "Effect," op. 47-49, 191-95, 2011; As of D-Dav, only 175

tactical and 150 ohotovranhic reconraissance aircraft were avail-
able in the theater for b-tb air and gro-ind force missions, with
air missions taking priority. General Frereton felt that the
procedures in use were too cumbersome for field use (Brereton,
op. 253, L70, 271i'; CGSCA, 7576, AGF Reoort C-Misc. 19, 16 July
i•, -o. b4; See also COSCA, 6-63, Interviews on Air-Ground
Cooperation in E.T.0.
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tactical air commands. This was considered wasteful by the

Air Force. However, the Army request was given a week's trial

in Normandy and .)roved so successful that it was adooted

throughout the remainder of the European camnaign. The

general shortage of reconnaissance units limited to a great

extent the oolicv of decentralization. Unfortunately, the

higher the level at which it was renuired to control recon-

naissance, the longer it took ti distribute the information

to lowver units. 3 0

In slow, moving or static ooerations, nhotorranhic

reconnaissance onerations were of great imoortance in order

to obtain target information, to suonlem,nt mans, for use in

artillery firing, as an aid in flanning, and in assessing

enemy intentions. Shortaqes of aircraft and orocessing

equioment hamnered maximum utilization of this means of

c-athering intelligence.

1!!L¶DIUM AND THBý-VY POMBERS

The develooment of the use of medium ar-d heqvy bombers

to support crround forces did not orogress as raoidlyr as did

the use of fighter bombers. The heav7 bombers vere committed

to strategic missions vhile the medium bombers were orlnci-

pally employed in orioritv 2 (interliction) missions, with

74•5 of their sorties so directed. 3 1

3 0 Ibid.

3 1 Aporoximitelv 8% of t'le heavv bomber effo-t in 19)4 was
used in close suonort and 21% of the medi-um bombe- sorties
("Effect," -o. 27-29, 31).
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The advantage of using heavy bombers in a tanticat role

lay in the tremendous bomb weight which they could deliver, far

in excess of any destructive noover that the •ro'ind forces

ani tactical air commands could muster. Their long rancge

enabled them to ooerate to any nart of a 1on7 front. The

organization and eauioment of the strategic air forces

enabled them to concentrate lanre formations over a sinqle

area. However, becw-se of the commitment of the heavies to

their stratergic role, no provisions were set u- to oerrnit

timel vuse of them to suonort around onerations excent on

32
very soecial occasions.

In the case of medium bo-nbers, effective use of them

in close sunoort ooerations was hq-inered bv two fqctors.

First, there was, early in the oo-rations, a misconceotion

bT the ground forces of the caoabilities of the bombers.

Second, the Air Force hesitated to use bombers in

close suooort more out of a concern for the three onri-

orities for air action than with the necessities of a oar-

ticular situation. Initially, many requests by the ground

fo'ces failed to consider the lifficultv of findin7 obscure

targets by olanes flyina at medium altitudes and required

to use a bomb run rather than a iivinc, anoroach. cOn the

other hand, the air forces at times followed the three air

priorities blindly. Th-ere was a tendency to have a lack of

confidence in the jud.gernent of around commanders, who

3 2 "Effect," op. 27-29, Chao. 10; The use of bombers in a

tactical role is discussed in AAP, TIT, 22ý-38, Blumenson,
op. 224-41, Bradley, Chao. 17, and Prereton, np. 31L-16.



considered the rapid deliverv of a Preat weiht of orojectiles

to be esnecial!7 valuable for neutralization, such ra-id deliv-

ery not being oossible with pround weanons. Sunnort requests

were sometimes judlred not on their effect on the enemy, but

by tkhe arbitrarV rule of thumb which considered the distance

of targets from the front line.3

Another restrictive feature in the use of medium bombers

was the ooerational requirement for ).i hours notice on

requests for their use. General Oatton, amonu others,

recommended that the mediums, then centralized under 9th Air

Force, should be attached to the tactical ai" comands

supoorting the *armies for soecific missions to Dermit more

raoid use of them. 3

A IRBORNE OPERATTONS

The airborne ooeration at .orrmandv was carried out in

the oioneer days of close sunoort. In view of this fact, and

the fact that casualties were suffered bw air sunnort narties,

it was fortunate that lirk-uo was made two davs after the dron

between the airborne and seaborne forces. Most missions in

support of t'-e airborne fornes were nrearranged. Reouest

missions on critical close targets were nracticallv non-exis-

tent; those that were, were "stolen" out of the air by cir-

cumventinp the normal procedure of requestina through channels.

13 "YEffect," pD. 31-32, 202-201. 3'Ibid.

351bid., np. 143-W-; PAF, IIT, 598.
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In the airborne oneration in the invasion of southern

France, forward controllers, brought into the airhead bv

gliders were effectivelv emoloyed.36

On.2 August 194•, the Allied airborne forces were con-

solidated when the First Allied Airborne Armv was activated

under command of Lt. G-n. Lewis Brereton, foriierlv commander

of the 9th Air Force. Incidentallv, !eneral Mitchell had

given General Brereton the mission, never carried out, of
37

olanninr a oarachute droo behind enemy lines.

General Brereton's force was first emroloved in Woll9nd

in Operation MADKET, on 18 Seotember 19WJ4 . A heavv air

effort in conjunction with the iron assured a successful

landing. With this safe delivery, air cooneration nracticallv

ended. 38

The American airborne divisions carried in air control

radio sets b7t Darachute and glider. Hovever, the only help

given for the first four days of the operation was armed

reconnaissance in ore-determined areas. Ground control of

suoportinr' aircraft was restricted. Requests had to go from

front lines, to division, to fir'hter control, to nilot, all

through a system of ciohers and r-ceints that was far too

restrictive and centralized. 3 9

36 1istor of the (41th Fighter "Ting, C'ýao. lh.

3 7 Blumenson, o. 658; Brereton, n. ?09.

38 AAF, TII, 606-6o9; "Effect," n. ILh; CCGSCA, 17309.1,
Enclosure J, "Tactical Air Suonort of Airborne Onerations,"
Weaoons System Evaluation Grouo, Study ITo. 3 (WSEG-3).

3 9 CGSCA, 6063, Interview with 1--aj. 2en J. Gavin, 15 Dec LL;
Enclosure J, WSEG-3, n. 166.
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Coooeration was further hamnered bv other restrictions.

Fighters were forbidden to operate in the area during troop

carrier reinforcements and resunply onerations. Allied air-

craft were strictly orohibited from attackinv ground instal-

lations until fired uoon. ieln from the exoerienced 9th

Tactical Air Command was cancell-e, and most of the su-oort

had to be carried out by the RAP ind fighters of the .th Air

Force. Weather curtailed much of the scheduled reconnaissance

effort, and the same labyrinthian channels of communications

delayed intelliqence renorts. Tack of orovisions to control

resuoply missions from the cround caused a high loss rate

due to inaccurate deliveries.

In Ooeration VARSITY conducted in Ma-ch 1945, sensible

provisions for air sunoort were made. Severe commurication

difficulties were encountered on the first day; but a system

of orbitin7 aircraft was used; and ta"vets were attacked on

an average of 10 minutes after the request was made by

ground controllers.41

NI1HT AIR ACTIVTTY

One deficiency in tactical air onerations that was

evident throughout the camoaign in ?arooe was the absence of

night fighter and night intruder ooerations. Enemy air

activity was considerable starting at dusk, and the l'ck

of American air activity allowed the enemy freedom of
42

movement which he did not enjoy du-ina the day.

40AAF,III, 6o6-6o9; "Effect," o. lLL; Tnclosure J, WS7G-3.

4lIbid. 42"Effect,y p. 45; CGSCA,606l, Interview of Gen.



C ADTER VII

APIRAISAL

The Develoomental Period

Ooinions on air-ground onerations had orogressed a long

way from General Bradley's comqients on air sunnort in Africa

("We can't get the stuff when it's needed and we're catching

hell for it. B'r the time our suonort qoes through channels

the target's gone or the Stukas have come instead." 1 ) to the

comments of one of his corns commanders made at the end of

the war in Eurone ("Ve could not nossiblv have gotten a- far

as ye did, as fast as -e did, an- 4vtb as few casualties,

without the *qonderful air sunnort that we have consistently

had." ).

What were the issues involved in air-ryro'2nd on-rations?

Were they t 1-ose that were cited in a Tactical Air Force study?

To the soldier in the field, tactical airooer means one
thing-close air supoort. TI-e deliverv of ordnance on the
enemy confrontin• him. The ract that the tactical aircraft
he sees is also used for other missi-ns of equal, or some-
times, greater, imiortance escanes his view and his
immediate concern. What does not escane his concern,
however, is the fact that he does not directly control
this aircraft. 3

1Greenfield, o. 77.

2 Comment bv Gen. J.TL. Collins, "Effect," p. 201.

3 AUA, K417.041-14, q., TAF, "A Survey of Air-GroundDoctrine,"(S), 1960.
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Or were the issues those pointed out by Colonel Dexter

in his report from North Africa: that ground commanders felt

that close support was vital to ground operations, and that

the means to closely coordinate air and ground had to be

present and in better form than that which existed in Africa?4

Conflict in air doctrine was not new. The question of

American air doctrine was still unresolved after two decades.

In looking at the early theories of American air doctrine, it

is important to understand the times in which they were presented

and the man who was most vehement in presenting them, General

William Mitchell.

After World War I, General Mitchell's attempt to make

America air conscious revolved around the concept of total

war which would include all the pooulation of a nation:

me4 women, and children. While his statements were to be a

true evaluation of future war, thev were not readily accepted

because they came at a time when America and the rest of the

western world were showing a strong revulsion to war. The

country was entering a period of isolation, and the pooular

feeling of disarmament was strong in America. Total warfare,

air power warfare, was generally considered unacceptable on

ethical, moral, and humanitarian zrounds.5

General Mitchell's statements were frequently exagger-

ated or inconsistent, another factor complicating their ready

kDexter, pars. 154-167.

5 tSAFHS-89, p. 1.
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acceptance. He had ooposed remivin7 aviation from the Signal

Coros and establishing it as a senarate arm of the Army. A

few years later he was callina for comolete autonomy. 6 In

the face of this and other inconsistencies, and without equin-

ment to maa!e his claims for air nooier aonear to be feasible,

he could be easily dis-nissed as a d-eamer.

General Arnold vas inclined to b-lieve that while

General Mitchell's doctrines were basicallv sound, his tactics

were not very shrewd. Fis insubo-dinate utterances alienated

some of his suonorters and made him vulnerable. Rather

than softening uo the attitude of the War Denartment toward

his new theories on air oower, General Arnold felt that the

result of his methods was to harlen the high command more than

ever a ai-nst him and his theories. 7

General Mitchell was a nonular hero, both in and out of

the Air Corns; and his court-martial made a martyr of him.

To measure the degree to which tVis sense of martvrdom was

passed on to his follovers and colored Air Force thinking

in the next few decades would be imoossible. Rowever, the

long range bomber and the conceot of strategic bombing which

he stressed were to remain the keystone of Air Force doctrine

for the next decade.

6 Goldberg, p. 8; USAFH•S-89, p. 17; William M-itchell
Winged Defense (New York: Putnam's Sons, 1925), pp. 9, 11, l4.

7Gen. H.H. Arnold, Global Mission (London: Hutchinson
P Co., l1)5), p. 79, Chanters VT, VII.



120

Many of the shortcomings in air-qround doctrine and equin-

ment can be attributed in part to the emnhasis olaced by the

Air Force on General Mitchell's doctrine of strat-gic air

warfare, emnhasis nlaced almost to the exclusion of the re-

quirement for close su'oort of ground forces. As oointed out

in Chaoters I and III, the Air Staff minitized the need for

close air suooort. Develonment of close air suooort doctrine

and equipment had been ner-lected since the early 193C)s.

As a consequience, organization and equioment were not ready

for the first test in Africa.

FP 31-35 AN-D YO9TH AFRICA

In discussin7 FM 31-35, it is innortint to keeo in mind

the circumstances under 'vhich it -ras orenared. It was based

on limited maneuver experiences in which the participating

air units ýiere meager and lacked the necessary commiunications

equloment ani trained oersonnel to suooort such exercises

effectivelv. Without having underrone any sipnificant field

testing, FJ 31-35 was the basis of air-cground operations for

the invasion of North Africa. In addition, the oroblem of

coordinatinr the supportinL air with other air effort had not

receLved sufficient consideration.

The question might be nronerly asked here: what is the

significance of FM 31-15 and the relatively unim°-ortant

campaign in North Africa to the questLon of air-r.round oner-

ations? Perhaos the answer can be seen in a letter -,Yritten
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by the Chief of the United States Air Force Historical

Division to the commander of an Air Force schools detachment.

North Africa served as a testing arena for the Army
Air Forces as well as the ground forces. It was here,
under the rigorous pressure of battle, that the Army
learned the real nature of tactical air warfare and
came to realize the hopeless inadequacy and unsoundness
of War Department Field kanual 31-35, which hobbled the
tactical air army by committing it to combat piecemeal
under the operational control of a variety of ground
commanders, each of whom was pre-occupied with the rigid
preservation of an air umbrella over his own narrow sector
of the front no matter what the exigencies of the overall
situation may have been. it was here, in practical fact,
that FM 31-35 was cast aside and replaced b7 the doctrines
that later found expression in FM 100-20. FM 100-20
incorporated the lessons of Tunisia and the earlier,
highly instructive experience of the Montzomery-Coningham,
Eighth Army-Desert Air Force team. The classic principles
of tactical air warfare are the heart and body of FM 100-20.
In brief, these principles are that the air commander,
having a status equal to that of the commanders of tVe
ground and naval task forces and, with them, subordinate
to that of the operation's supreme commander, shgll have
operational control of the landbased air arm.... 0

The theme that the failure to achieve victory in the early

months of the African campaign was due to the policies outlined

in FM 31-35, which permitted co-trol of certain aviation units

by ground co manders, is recurrent throughout Air Force writings.

The Air Force today continues to cite North Africa as the

reason why control of air should not be delegated to a ground

commander. 9 This then is why an understanding of FM 31-35

and the situation in North Africa is important to a study of

air-ground doctrine. For in North Africa, there was to be

a sharp break in American doctrine, a break which took out of

8 AUA, Unnumbered Air-Ground Bibliography, Letter, Lt. Col.

G.C.C6bb, Chief, Historical Div., USAF, to C.O., 3894th School
Squadron, 27 Nov 1950.

9 CGSC, Advance Sheet, R4082-1, Tactical Air Operations in
a Limited War, 1964, pp. Ll-20.
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the hands of t1-e ground commander an imoortant weaoon vital

for the execution of his mission and olaced it in the hands

of the air commander, whose primarv mission was not directly

related to the around operations. The oroblems of air-qround

ooerations were to revolve around this central issue: was the

ground commander to have an assurance of closely inteorated

air suooort or was this suoDort to be a looselv coordinqted

system dependent uoon the whims of an indenendent fo-ce?

A look must be taken at where an air sunoort coqmand

as outlined in FM 1l-35 fitted .nto the conceot of air warfare

at the time of the African camroaign. T7e Air Force doctrine

for emiloyment of air power was contained in Traininý Circular

70, Army Air Forces Basic Doctrine, 16 December 194l, which

was later incoroorated i-to FM 1-5, Army Air Forces Field

Manual, Emoloirment of Aviation of the Army. To achieve

tve missions of the Air Force, aviqtion for a theater would

be formed into strikin7 forces, defense fo-ces, and sunoort

forces. The mission of the str'l-ki forces was "to onerate

as strong offensive air units for t'-- aoolicqtion of air

oower. These forces will be resulted to extend tV'e de-

structive effect Eon strategic ooerqtionsJ. Tactically they

conduct counter air force onerations to gain and to maintain

control of t"'e air." 1 0 (Italics mine.) The mission of sunport

10U.S., War Denartment, Field Manual 1-5, Emnolovment of
Aviation of the Army (Washington: Government PrintinR Office,
18 Jan 43), pp. 1-2; U.S., War.Deoartment, Trainina Circular
70, Army Air Forces Basic Doctrine (Washinqton: Government
Printing Office, 16 Dec Ll), p. 3.
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forces would be "to provide the necessary air oower in sunoort

of the ooeration of rround...forces. 11

Counter air force operations were to be conducted princi-

pally by bombardment aviation destrovina enemy bases and

facilities, while fiqhter aircraft we,,e to be used for air

defense of imoortant areas, the Drotection of other aircraft
in flihht, and the use of fi.hter oatrols tlriu.hout the

12
area to locate and attack hostile aircraft.

FA 31-35, Aviation in Suooort of Ground Fnrces, then,

as can be seen, was doctrine for the emnlovment of orlv a small

oortion of a theater air force. Air Force doctrine envisioned

that air suoeriority would be won bv stronv striking forces,

not the support forces.

The failure to achieve air sunerioritv in the early

months in Africa was a result of: (1) logistical and aeoira-h-

ical deficiencies; (2) the failure to emnlov the strong

strikinz force in t'e theater on counter air missions: and

(3) the lack of provisions for integrated air effort, both

internally and with other allied air forces. It was not

a result of around control of a small oortion of the theater

air strength for a short oeriod of time.

To show this, a brief review of air-.round orcganization

and operations in Africa is an ro-riate. General Eisenhower,

prevailed upon by the views of the airmen, established

separate air units in Africa, directlv responsible to him,

lFMI 1-5, p. 5. 1Ibid., pars. 11-14 IL, 57.
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with provisions for the coordination of the British and American

air units by two air officers on his staff. A chronological

arrangement of events after the landing follows:

3DecMaj. Gen. Carl Spaatz anpointed as Acting Deputy
Commander-in-Chief for Air, Allied Forces, with
chief duty of coordination of 12th Air Force and
Eastern Air Command. On L December, General Spaatz
switches heavy bombers from strikes on air fields
to strikes on ports; orders rest for the "weary
air forces." 1 3

5 JanAllied Air Force created, with General Spaatz
appointed air commandpr over 12th Air Force and
Eastern Air Command. 1 4

10 JanTwelfth Air Support Command designated air force
co:;tingent for 2d Corps, under command of General
H. Craig, formerly one of the officers responsible
for coordinating 12th Air Force and Eastern Air
Command activities. Twelfth Air Support Command
consists of two understrength fighter squadrons
and one light bombardment group.

11 JanGereral Craig concludes that his strength is in-
adequate to perform his mission. General Doolittle,
commander of 12th Air Force, aoproves his plan to
conserve operational strength. Twelfth Air S, port
Command relatively inactive until 18 January. ;

21 JanColonel Williams replaces General Craig as commander
of 12th Air Support Command. This is the fifth change
of commanders in twenty-three days. General Eisenhower
unable to control the British, French, and Ameri an
forces; turns over control to General Anderson.1l

22 JanGeneral Eisenhower decides that air cooperation is
faulty because of a lack of forward Air Headquarters.
Designates Brig. Gen. L. Kuter to establish forward
Air Headquarters to command 12th Air Support Command
and 242 Group, to cooperate with General Anderson,
and to coordinate his activities with 12th Air Force
and Eastern Air Command. General Kuter's command
is in operation by 25 January.17

l3AAFIId 107-108 o l 3Ibido , 106-107,138. 15bid.
161Ibi__d., 113, 138;Howe, 383. 17AAF, It, 140.
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26 JanTwelfth Air Support Command built up to 110 aircraft,
including thirty-five light bombers. Commander con-
siders bomber group "ineffective " and recommends
that it be v-ithdrawn. The attached Frerch fighter
squadron had "pitifully inadequate experience in
P-40's." Other units suffered from "low service-
ability" or "handicap of one sort or another. "1 8

2 FebTwelfth Air Support Command suffers serious losses
as ten fighters e-counter twenty to thirty Stukas
and eight to ten MelO9's. Five planes lost. Other
American losses on succeedinz days. "Part of' 12th
Air Support Command's hard going undoubtedly trace-
able to the fact that the German squadrons operating
against it had been strengthened by the remains of
the Desert Luftwaffe and Italian Air Force." 1 9

7 FebGeneral Kuter reports to General Spaatz that he is
exercising operational control over 242 Group and
12th Air Support Command. 2 0

18 FebNorthwest African Tactical Air Force created. Air
Marshal Coningham assumes command of all Allied
tactical air.

During what period were the provisions of FM 31-35

in effect; namely, ground force control of 12th Air

Support Command by 2d Corps: Twelfth Air Support Command

remained inactive until 18 January. Allied Air Support

Command under General Kuter was created on 22 January,

and was in operation by 25 January. Was the -2d Corps

Commander exercising control over 12th Air Support Command

for only seven days, 18 to 25 January? It is not clear

just when General Kuter started exercising operational control.

At any rate, it was not later than 7 February.

Considering the strength of 12th Air Support Commard,

the traii~irn of its units, the low operational status, lack

18 Ibi__d., 138-141. 191bid., 143-144.

201bid.0 144-145.
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of equipment, maintenance facilities, and suoplies, the absence

of coordin'ition between the 12th Air Force, Eastern Air Command,

and the forward suDport units, one could hardly assume that

the 2d Coros co~nmander, having arrived u-oo a deteriorating

air situation, lost the fight fo- air suoerioritv Jurinc the

Deriod from 18 January to 25 January or 7 February or even

18 February.

The 12th Air Supoort Commqnd reoort of ooerations gives

a breakdown of the sorties by tvne flown duri.nr this oeriod

as follows:
!% Jan-l! Feb 15 Feb-16 Mar 17 Mar-9Aorl1)Ph-,)to 2( .i )b ( .L%) 30 ( .6071

(2)Reconnaissance 316(17.50) 386(27%) 772(15•)

* (3)Escort 880o(9%) 654(459) 2198(479)

(4)Strafe 224(12%) 129(13%) 244(4.7%'

(5)Bomb 201(11%) 79(5-.5) 957(18%)

(6)Fighter Sween 172(9.5%) 159(9%) 738(14. 3%)

(7)Miscellaneous 6 .3-3) 20 (1I9) 16(.1)

Total 1801 1l43 5155

i.Escort missions were flown to escort reconnaissance and
bombing missions.

**.Percentages are rounded off fo- convenience.

The report does not give the breakdown by individual day,

but the breakdown used in the reoort coincides closely with

the chases of the conflict in Africa. The first oeriod given

coincides closely wit', the period durin• which the 2d Corns

2 1 12th Air Sunport Command, "Reoort of Coerations,"

p0. 3, 6, 8.
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commander exercised control. The second period covers the

Kasserine engagement and the oeriod of buildun following. The

third perlod covers the renewal of the offensive bv General

Patton. It can be seen that qenerally there is no qreat dif-

ference in most of the percentaqes of tvye missions flown. That

is significant is that during the first oeriod 12th A!r Suooort

Coznand was able to averaqe or!,y sixtv sorties a day cornoared

with an average of Preater than 220) ner day dur'n• the latter

period. This was made oossible becaise after the reorganiza-

tion, 12th Air Suoport Command had been considerably rein-

forced ard improved.

The reoort does not give a breakdown between offensive

fighter sweeps and defensive fighter sweens (air umbrellas).

Nor does it indicate how defensive air patrols over air-

fields were recorded. However, in anv case, fighter sweeos

for the oeriod of Armv control renresqnted less t1'an lO1

of the total sorties, hardly a riqid preservation of an

air umbrella.

Durin•z the Deriod of Army control, 12th Air Support

Command had one li'ht bomber qrouo (A-20's) of 38 olanes, which

the 12th Air SuDport Cormmander described as ineffective and

poorly Lrained in all resoects, and wbich he recommended be

withdrawn. 4eanwvhile, 12th Air "'orce had two heavy bomber

prouos, one heavy bomber sjuadron, four medium bomber
22

grouos, and three fighter grouos. It would not

2 2 CGSC., 6o46, N'AAF, General Order No. 1,18 Feb 43.



128

appear that 12th Air Supoort Command had the striking force

necessary to wa7e counter air force onerations to gain and

maintain control of the air as menti-ned. in FP 1-5. This

striking force was the 12th Air Force.

Successful Drosecution of the air war had been hindered

by a lck of coordination among all of the American and

British units. There was a conflict a-nonq British and

American air officers as to wlo should command the combined

air units, with the result that nrovisions for complete

coordination were not completed until late January, and

finally, not until 18 February. 2 3

As early aý 12 January, General Eisenholver had requested

that the type Spitfire and P-40 then in use at the front be

replaced by new models to offset the German technical advan-

tape in ftghters.24

Another factor which had reduced the available fighter

strength in the forward area was the fact that fighter units

had been attached to 12th Air Force bomber units stationed

well to the rear. When Air Marshal Coningham took command

of tactical air in February, he voiced onposition to this

procedure. T'is practice bad made coordination for bomber

escort easier, but this soecialized use had prevented their

use in the forward areas w1here they were sorely needed in the

battle for air suoremacv. In effect, as far as t'he fiqhter

2 3 AAF, II, lO6, 107, lV7, 169, 175-76.

-4bid., n. 122, 169t 175-76; AAFRH-14, 1-o. 15ý-59.
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force in Africa was concerned, it was a case of committin• it

to combat biecemeal under the onerational control of a varietv

of commanders.25

Ports continued to be the nrtmiarv tarcget of the heavy

bombers throuahout December and January followinr General

Soaatz's order of 4 December assiqning Drioritv to them.

It wqs not until early February that, at the request of

General Yuter's Allied Air Sunnort Command, the bombe-s

were shifted to counter air force action to relieve the

Dressure on 12th Air Suonort Command.26

In summary, early air onerations in Africe were in-

effective because of (1) severe loqistica! and geograohical

limitations, (2) a failure to integrate the counter air

effort early in the camoaign, and (1) a failure to apolv

the power of the 12th Air Force arrainst enemy air or to

give 12th Air S&mport Command sufficient strenth to *vage

a counter air orograr.

Close air sunoort was ineffective because air units were

not sufficiently trained and eiuinped to nrovide such supnort

efficientlv, and because of a failure of the Air Force to

realize that such suonort had to be closely inte-rated with

the Prouni ooerations. 4he reorganization had helned solve

the Droblem of a"_r suoerioritv bv intepratin• the efforts of

the air units, but it had fai led to solve the Droblem of

effective air-around onerations.

25AAF11, 122. 26 AAP,
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Two considerations might have suggestei natience in the

struq!e between air and 7round interests. One was that ground

commanders, enqaqed in large-scale oDerations for the first

time, showed a tendency to misuse all the new kinds of sunport,

including tanks and tank destroyers. The same was equally

true of air co-tmanders who had to revamo formerlv held con-

victions about the use of their eouinment and weaions. This

was a tendency which they could be expected to, an- did, correct.

The second consideration was the failure of the Ai- Force to

orovide oromot sunoort, whether in the form of ohotPraohic or

vis 'al reconnaissance or combat missions. This Droblem had

to be resolved..

CLOSE ATR SUPDORT-1943 to 19),5

FM 100-20 limited the obligations and exalted the ore-

rovatives of the air forces with resnect to the ground forces,

without stipulatin7 any method of cooperation. It was a

theoreticil document preoccupied with questions of autbority

and jurisdiction. It failed to Pet don to týe "what,"

"when," and "how" of coonerating to defeat the enemv on

the baltlef eld.

FM 100-20 faithfully mirrored General Montgomery's

statements of orinciole concerninq centralized control of

air. These had been outlined in his "Notes on Rih

Command in War," which had insoired FM 100-20. These

notes were Part II of a series. Part I, oresented a month

earlier, stated:
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We cannot fig7ht successfully on land without the closest
cooperation of the RAF....Whatever the military nlan, it
is vital that the air should be brought in from the start;
it is not sufficient to decide on the olan and then to ask
the RAF how it can helo....Without the closest touch
between Army and RAF Staffs the coordination of the air
plan with that of the Army cannot be as effective as it
should be, and in emergency may well fail. It involves
the w.hole of th-e air olan--the emoloyment of the fighter
force for air superioritv and orotection at the -iqht
time and plane; the e-oloyment of the bomber force and
the cireful selection of bomber objectives, best cal-
culated to assist the military aim; and not least, the
careful planning of air reconnaissance, without v'Hich the
close suooort siuadrons for the attack ?; qround targets
cannot ooerate with mi'xlmum -fficiecyv.

This was the tyoe of closely tntegrated sunoort which General

Montgomery had received at the battles of El Alemein and

El Hamma. FM 100-20 and Air Porce oractices in Africa

failed to orovide for this oortion of General ,0•oitqomerv's

orincioles.

The indenendence Pranted to the Air Force by PM 100-20

was to be carried over into the ensuinq ooerations. In

preparation for the invasion of Sicily, air became guiltv

of doing, what it had previouslv charzed ground commanders

with doing; that is, preoccupation with its own sohere of

the war Without regard to the whole. Its failure to oar-

ticioate in joint planning for the invasior while concern-

inp, itself only with current air operations could have

resulted in disaster against a stronver enemy.

27 CSC Library, M501C.73, Gen. P. Montgomery, "Notes for

Senior Officers on the Conduct of Rattle," December 1942,
oars. 12-11L.
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As it was, the inflexibility of the air suoport plan,

which male no provision for on cqll or air alert close suoport

missions, orevented air from assisting in haltincz the German

armor attqck on the Sicilian beachhead. The same t're restric-

tive and centralized control was imnosed at Salerno, at Normandy,

and in the airborne droD in To!land, oreventinR a full real-

ization of the ootential of air oower. The flexibilitv of

air nower was not being readily an-lied to air-g-round ooera-

tions. As a consequence, a readilv available force couild

not 1e aoolied against serious enemy threats. When enemy

air opposition had been virtlially eliminated, tactical. air

oower went begging for want of a job.

The invasion forces at Normandy had gone ashore with the

latest and newest weaoons and eauipment. T"'ev did not go

ashore with tIe best air support. The records do not reveal.

wbV control of air had been so centralized for the invasio-.

Perhaos the nlan reflected the vriews of General Breretor.,

the veteran of the struggle for air Dower, or the views of

General Montaormerv, the senior ground comnrander for the

invasion, who had concluded that centralized control of the

air along the thirty mile front at El Aleme'n was satisfactory.

What ever the reasons for this tvne control, it did not work

successfully.

The first concrete sten for a reconciliation between air

and r-round forc-es was taken at Salerno with the establishment

of the combined air-ground ooerattons center and the exchange

of liaison personnel. T'e other sinificant steos in the



development of an effective air-ground system were (1) em-

ployment of "Rover Joe," "Horsefly," and forward controller

systems in thi summer of 1944; (2) imnrovements in the

characteristics of the fighter bomber; and (3) the use of

armed reconnaissince, column cover, request, and air alert

s7stems wh'ch, while not rivinz the around commander control

of those missions allocated for his use, made nossible a

closer integration of air effort than was oossible under the

preolanned system of request. In effect, success came with

decentralization of air power while still mairtaininq the

ability to regain contralized control. Tactical air nower

was most effective when it was closely inteqrated rather

than loosely interrated.

Significant shortcomings in the air-sround effort were

the lack of sufficient reconnaissqmce souadrons, a failure

to develop airnraft for niqht onerations, an! a failure to

make a greater use of bombers in the tactical role. These

shortcomings in equioment can be attributed nartiallv to

the attitude of the Air Staff, which minimized the need

for close air support. A rigid emohasis on the three air

priorities (air superiority, inte-diction, and close suoport)

was lir7elv resoonsible for the limited use of bombers in

the tactical role.2 8

It would be misleading to olace too much emphasis on the

2 8 The attitude of the Air Staff is discussed in Greenfield,

pp. 2-21, 27, 36, L2, 53, 130;,The use of bombers is discussed
in "Effect," pp. 29-44.



organization and techniques described in the Dreceding nages

in an attempt to determine the factors which brought about an

imDrovement in the relations of air and ground forces in the

latter sta;es of the war. The nrincioal fact was that im-

provement took place where the air commanders concerned were

willing to support the 7round forces.

The air-7round svstem as it existed at the end of the

campaignin -rooe followed the reneral outline of F! 31-35

almost exactly in all respects, excent for tbh question of

control of that aviation allocated for suioort of a unit.

Tie only real difference was that the ground commander h'd a

loose commitment instead of a firm commitment for suoport.

In addition, there existed a svstem whereby the total air

effort could be coordinated, a subject which had been covered

only in a broad way in FP 31-35. Cooperation was substituted

for control. Unfortunately, cooneration is too deoendent

upon personalities.

A system built uoon personalities is fragile, and

cooperation is a tenous thing uoon which to base success.

It was the air orophet Douhet who wrote that "no commmandinm

officer in any theater of operation or in any field of

action...[should have] an independent force coooerating

loosely atTitsj ... Iiscretion with other independent

forces....Coooeration is the weakest form of coordination.",2 9

29Louis Sigaud, Douhet and. Aerial Warfare (New York:
Putnam's Son, 1941), p. T4.
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WThat then can be said of the qround force's requirements

concerning air-ground ooerations at the end of the war with

regard to quantity, quality, and control?

In World War II, U.S. divisions received an average of

7 close air suoDort sorties oer day of combat. The British

divisions received 18.6.30 American divisions in the Euronean

theater received an average of 12.5 sorties ner day.31 The

12th Army Group concluied that after the initial rush across

France, the oroportion of air effort allotted for the sunoort

of ground forces was insufficient.
3 2

The comment of General Bradley's coros commander sufficies

as testimony to- the quality of air suoport at the latter stages

of the war. "We could not oossibly have gotten as far as we

did, as fast as we did, and with as few casualties, without

the wonderful air support that we have consistently had.0 3 3

In commenting. on a letter received from General Arnold

in 19L14 which discussed the question of control of airborne

forces, General Brereton wrote: "He General Arnold agrees

with my opinion that the airborne divisions should be assigned

to the Air Force, permitting one commander to have at his

disoosal and direction all the means to accomolish the

mission.",3This orinciple of co-ducting ooerations was

3 0 Briefing of the President's Scientific Advisorv Committee
on the Army's Requirements for Close Air Support, 21 Nov 62,
Chart 3, cited by O'Connor, p. 42.

3 1 0'Connor, o. 29. 3 2 "Effect," o. 38.

3 3 Commrent by Gen. J.L.Collins, "Effect," p. 201.

31 Brereton, O. 366.



136

denied to the Army in the field of air-qround onerations.

In General Montgomery's "Notes on Fiqh Command,"

the oaraýraoh followinq the one in which he Rives his views

on centralized control of air states:

The commander of an ar-y in the field should have
an Air H.Q. with him, vhic1- will have direct control,
and command of such squadrons as may be allotted for
ooerations in support of his army .... we have now
evolved, and it exists in Eiihth Army, a system which
enables the Army to obtain the fullest air sunoort
whenever and wherever necessary.35 (Italics mine.)

The ground commanders in World War II had asked for nothin7

more.

35CGSC Library, M5OI C.73, Gen. B. Mortpomerv, "Notes on
Fi~h Command in War," January 19-1 3, oar. 8.
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